
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 106th

 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

.

S12731 

Vol. 145 WASHINGTON, MONDAY, OCTOBER 18, 1999 No. 141 

Senate 
The Senate met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Dear Father, You created us with a 
family likeness, with a potential of 
emulating Your character. This week 
we celebrate ‘‘Character Counts 
Week.’’ Thank You for the world lead-
ership of this Senate in establishing 
this week in October to emphasize the 
six pillars of character so needed 
today: Trustworthiness, respect, re-
sponsibility, fairness, caring, and citi-
zenship. Today we affirm how crucial 
are the character traits of trust-
worthiness, respect, and responsibility. 
We have learned from You what it 
means to be trustworthy. You are 
faithful, consistent, totally reliable, 
and absolutely true to Your promises. 

God, we long to be people who are 
known for our integrity; that wonder-
ful consistency between what we be-
lieve and what we do; that congruity of 
what we say and how we follow 
through. We also desire to be people 
who communicate respect and take re-
sponsibility for the natural world, for 
our Nation, and for the sacredness of 
the people around us. Each of us views 
Your particularized affirmation of our 
uniqueness. Help us to communicate 
that same respect for others. May this 
Senate be a shining example to Amer-
ica as men and women who are unre-
servedly trustworthy, respectful, and 
responsible in their leadership. 
Through them and all of us, strengthen 
the moral fiber of our Nation. In Your 
trustworthy name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable PAT ROBERTS, a 
Senator from the State of Kansas, led 
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Kansas is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, today 
the Senate will be in a period of morn-
ing business until 1 p.m. Following 
morning business, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1593, the cam-
paign finance reform bill. As a re-
minder to Members, two cloture mo-
tions were filed on the second pending 
amendment on Friday. Therefore, pur-
suant to rule XXII, those votes will 
occur on Tuesday, 1 hour after the Sen-
ate convenes, unless a consent agree-
ment is reached to set those votes for 
a time certain. The majority leader has 
announced that the first vote today 
will occur at 5:30 p.m. It is hoped that 
the 5:30 vote, or votes, will be in rela-
tion to the amendments to the pending 
legislation. However, if votes regarding 
the campaign finance reform bill are 
not possible, the Senate will vote on 
any legislative or executive items 
available for action. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

Mr. President, I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period of morning business until the 
hour of 1 p.m. with the first 30 minutes 
under the control of the minority lead-
er. After that time has expired, the last 
30 minutes will be under the control of 
the majority leader or his designee. 

The distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming is recognized. 

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you very much. 
f 

COMPLETING THE WORK OF THE 
SENATE 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want-
ed to come to the floor this morning 
and talk a little bit about where we are 
in the Senate, at least in my view, and 
where we are going. We are, of course, 
nearing the end of this session. Nobody 
knows precisely or exactly when we 
will be out of here, but it won’t be 
long. We have to take a strong look, in 
my view, at what we have to do, and 
the things that are necessary to do. 
There are, of course, certain things 
that are required. 

At this time of year, Congress maybe 
hasn’t finished its annual ritual, but 
the fact is we have done a great deal. I 
am pleased with that. But we must, of 
course, finish the appropriations. The 
continuing resolution expires this 
week, but hopefully we will have the 
appropriations to the President. We 
will see what happens from there. 

In addition to that, of course, I am 
very hopeful that at least one other 
issue will be undertaken, and that is to 
do something about the balanced budg-
et amendment and the Medicare re-
strictions that are in place. 

You might recall that Congress asked 
for some reduction in the cost of Medi-
care over a period of time to ensure a 
firming up in the fact that these dol-
lars are being used as they should be. 
Unfortunately, the administration has 
reduced that spending almost twice 
what was anticipated and, therefore, I 
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think it will be necessary for us to go 
back and do some things for all of 
Medicare and particularly, I might say, 
for rural areas and small hospitals in 
areas such as in Wyoming. 

I think we have allowed ourselves to 
become a little bit off track. We have 
gotten involved in lengthy discussions 
of issues that are probably not particu-
larly timely nor, indeed, perhaps even 
particularly appropriate, issues that 
did not need to be or were not ready to 
be discussed and debated this year and 
could well have been put off until an-
other year. But, nevertheless, they 
have been discussed, and we are, in 
fact, still involved in some of those— 
the nuclear test ban treaty of course, 
being one of them. Now we are on cam-
paign finance. 

There have been extended debates 
brought about by the insistence of 
Members on the floor. We have also had 
a number of filibusters and threatened 
filibusters from the other side of the 
aisle in order to control what was oc-
curring on the floor. 

I haven’t been here as long as have 
many Members of the Senate, but I can 
tell you I don’t think that in the time 
I have been here I have seen such a 
contentious and combative situation. 
It is the most controversial session I 
believe—perhaps the most uncoopera-
tive—in terms of coming to terms with 
the things we need to do. 

Our friends on the other side of the 
aisle, the Democrats, of course, have 
brought issues to the floor, and we 
have had a number of filibusters and 
threatened filibusters. I guess the most 
interesting was the latest nuclear test 
ban treaty debate in which there was 
an insistence that we come on the floor 
with it, and then there was a cry of 
foul when it came up. That was a some-
what interesting and difficult issue. 

We have had Members forcing issues 
to the floor that have had little or no 
support, but yet under the rules of the 
Senate they are entitled to be dis-
cussed and discussed for a length of 
time. In fact, we have had the feeling 
we are becoming too oriented toward 
accomplishing things. But, again, that 
is one point of view. 

It seems to me we find the President 
now in the most political posture that 
I recall a President being in, criticizing 
the Senate for doing the things that we 
have a constitutional responsibility to 
do—treaties. We have the advise and 
consent responsibility on all treaties. 
That is in the Constitution. The same 
is true regarding nominees. That is our 
responsibility. I believe we have the 
right to do the things that we believe 
are right without being criticized. 

At every opportunity, the President 
is calling everything a political vote. I 
find that paradoxical. There were alle-
gations of racial voting on nominees 
for the Judiciary. I for one—and I know 
many others—did not even know the 
race of the person being voted upon. 

The White House, trying to use many 
of these votes to breathe some life into 
a lame-duck President, makes it very 

difficult. We still have a responsibility. 
We have things to do. We have things 
to complete. We find ourselves in a 
confrontation, with the President 
threatening to disapprove appropria-
tions. He has that right, as well. How-
ever, we ought to come together. We 
ought to talk about it. We ought to de-
cide what we are going to do. We know 
we will fund the Government. We know 
we will go forward. I don’t think any-
one genuinely wants to shut down the 
Government. However, we are faced 
with that possibility. It worked out so 
well politically for the President a cou-
ple of years ago; he shut down the Gov-
ernment and we got the blame. I hope 
we don’t use that technique again. 

It is a fairly simple thing. It is very 
difficult, but we have a commitment to 
have a certain amount of spending— 
about $592 billion worth of spending— 
outside the mandatory appropriations. 
We have to make agreements to stay 
within that commitment. We are dedi-
cated to the idea of not spending more 
than that because we have to go into 
Social Security. As difficult as it may 
be, that is the goal. That is the bottom 
line. We simply have to make the ad-
justments that are necessary to do 
that. I think that is reasonable and 
certainly not impossible. 

Aside from that, it seems to me we 
have had a good year. We started this 
year as the majority party saying we 
were committed to ensuring a sound 
Social Security retirement system. We 
said we were here to help improve edu-
cational opportunities for our children, 
to expand economic opportunities for 
all Americans, to provide a strength-
ening of our national security to pro-
tect our freedoms. Those were the four 
things we set about to do. I believe the 
leadership and the Members have 
called for that. 

Despite all the talk and concern 
about education in the appropriations, 
the Republican proposal has $537 mil-
lion more than the President re-
quested. We have passed a bill that in-
creases flexibility and opportunity for 
the States, the local school boards, and 
the parents to make the necessary de-
cisions in their school districts. The 
school districts in Basin, WY, have dif-
ferent needs than in Philadelphia, PA. 
To the extent the Federal Government 
has a role—which represents, by the 
way, about 7 percent of total edu-
cational spending; not a huge amount 
—that money should be able to be 
spent the way the people wish to spend 
it. They, after all, are responsible for 
the education of their children. 

In our tax bill, which the President 
vetoed, there were several educational 
propositions, educational savings ac-
counts, and student loan programs 
available, as well. Of course, the Presi-
dent vetoed those bills. We have done a 
great deal in education. I think it is 
something of which we should be 
proud. 

Everyone talks about Social Secu-
rity. It is one of our most important 
issues. Everyone who has worked for a 

wage or worked in their own business 
has paid into Social Security. Our com-
mitment is to have Social Security 
available not only for those who are 
now beneficiaries but, indeed, for those 
young people who have just begun to 
work. There has been a great deal of 
discussion. The President talked about 
saving Social Security, but, frankly, 
has put nothing forward. 

We have done a couple of things. One 
is to have a Social Security lockbox to 
ensure we will not spend the Social Se-
curity money, and that will be a test of 
this budget. The other is to propose 
that we have the kind of Social Secu-
rity program so at least a portion of 
those funds can be put into an indi-
vidual account that belongs to the per-
son who has been putting in the money. 
It can be invested directly in equities 
in the private sector to increase the re-
turn. I am pleased with that. 

We have increased military spending 
by about $17 billion. It has gone down 
over the last several years despite the 
fact that the world is not safe. 

Tax relief: We spent a great deal of 
time working on opportunities for all 
Americans to save some of the money 
they pay to taxes through marriage 
penalties, through estate tax reduc-
tion, capital gains reduction, and gen-
eral reductions in rates. The President 
vetoed that because he wants to spend 
more money. 

In health care, we have a Patients’ 
Bill of Rights that I think is excellent. 
We also have committed ourselves to 
do something on the balanced budget. 

These are the things on which we 
have made a great deal of progress. In 
addition, we recently had the test ban 
on nuclear testing. In a press con-
ference last week, the President tried 
to deflect criticism about the lack of 
leadership he provided and the fact 
that not even a majority of this Senate 
supported it on a final vote by blaming 
it all on partisan politics, accusing the 
Republicans of making the world a 
more dangerous place. 

Acting against the national interest? 
Nonsense. Let me give some canards. 
Neither the United States nor the Sen-
ate have changed their views on nu-
clear testing. I am chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Asia and Japan. We 
are not going to start testing; we have 
not changed our position. We have no 
plan to test. Our policies in that regard 
are exactly the same as they were be-
fore the vote. All we were saying in the 
vote was, this is not the treaty at this 
time, with these shortcomings. 

The President tried to blame the Re-
publicans for being in a partisan mode. 
The President should look at his own 
party. Democrats demanded we have a 
vote on this treaty or they would fili-
buster all action on the Senate floor. 
On September 18, the Senator from 
North Dakota said: 

I intend to plant myself on the floor like a 
potted plant and object. I intend to object to 
other routine business of the Senate until 
the majority leader brings this treaty to the 
floor for debate and vote. I don’t run this 
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place, but those who do should know this is 
going to be a rough place to run if you do not 
decide to bring this issue to a vote. 

We brought it to a vote and appar-
ently they got exactly what they de-
manded—a debate and vote. Before the 
President blames the Republicans, he 
ought to take a look at the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. The vote was not a 
vote against national security. In an 
attempt to frighten people, the Presi-
dent accused those who opposed it of 
threatening the national security, that 
no thinking person could possibly op-
pose it. 

Let me list for the Senate some of 
the people whom the President dis-
missed: Henry Kissinger, six former 
Secretaries of Defense, four former CIA 
Chiefs, former Federal weapons lab Di-
rectors, two former Chiefs of Staff, the 
President’s own head of Strategic Com-
mand at the time the treaty was nego-
tiated, three former National Security 
Advisers. It goes on and on. 

This idea of isolationism is ridicu-
lous. The idea of maintaining the U.S. 
military strength is not. That, in the 
view of many, gives the best oppor-
tunity for security. 

Now we are involved, of course, in 
this question of campaign finance. It is 
a legitimate issue, a good issue. We 
have been into it before. We passed 
bills in the 1970s. We passed bills in the 
1980s. It has not changed an awful lot. 
Some people suggest it has been blown 
completely out of hand. I suggest it is 
probably not true. The expenditures in 
the average congressional district have 
gone up about 3.6 percent a year since 
1986. That is hardly runaway. It 
amounts to about $1 per voter in most 
congressional districts. 

But I believe—and, for myself, I 
think there is some consensus in the 
Senate—it is an important issue. I have 
said, and I continue to say, I support 
some changes. I would like to see more 
disclosure. It seems to me that is the 
most important thing. If there is going 
to be money—and, indeed, there has to 
be money—if people are to understand 
the issues and have a chance to speak 
out, to have the freedom of speech, to 
have the opportunity to participate, it 
has to be open. But I think there 
should be disclosure. There should be 
disclosure right up until the end of the 
election, and we can do that. We should 
enforce the laws already on the books, 
as is the case with many other matters 
of enforcement. I think we have to pro-
tect the constitutional rights of indi-
viduals to participate. 

I would support some limit on soft 
money. I do not know how, constitu-
tionally, that would be accepted by the 
Supreme Court. Nevertheless, I would 
set some limit and support that. But I 
would not support doing away with it. 
I would not support eliminating it. I 
would not support the bill as it is pro-
posed now. 

We can contribute to the integrity of 
the process and help return more con-
fidence to it. I have thought about this 
a lot. People who support Members, or 

people who are running, do so because 
of what they believe. They do not 
change their beliefs because they re-
ceived some support. As you look 
around for whom you are going to sup-
port in the election, you support the 
person whose beliefs are similar to 
yours. I support things in my State—I 
suppose some people call them special 
interests—because they are important 
to my State. Those are the industries 
at which most people in my State 
work. Those are the kinds of industries 
that we need to have a vibrant econ-
omy. Of course I support those, not be-
cause of some contribution. 

In summary, I wish we were in a lit-
tle different situation in our relation-
ship on both sides of this aisle and in 
our relationship with the White House, 
so we could really look at some issues, 
come out with what seems best to us as 
a group, and move forward. 

On the other hand, I am very pleased 
with many of the things we have done. 
I can tell you, most people in my 
State, when we talk about doing all 
these things, have a limit in their 
minds as to what the Congress ought to 
be doing, what is the role of the Fed-
eral Government. It is not up to the 
Congress to solve every problem. On 
the contrary, we are better off to push 
more and more of that government 
closer to the people, where they can 
make the decisions, not the one-size- 
fits-all kind of thing some people here 
would like to have. 

We are ready to move on and finish 
up. I look forward to it. I hope we can 
conclude our work and do the best 
things for the country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). The distinguished Senator from 
Iowa is recognized. 

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we continue 
morning business until the hour of 1:05. 
I think it ends at 1 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 

f 

PARENTS’ INFLUENCE IN 
YOUTHFUL DRUG USE 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
greet my colleagues with the often bad 
news of drug use by young people, and 
particularly with reference to the very 
important role of parents in preventing 
youth drug use. As I do occasionally, in 
my capacity as chairman of the Inter-
national Narcotics Control Caucus of 
the Senate, I come to the floor to re-
port on national surveys that go on in 
this area, surveys that have been going 
on for a couple of decades, so we are 
able to compare the incidence of in-
creasing drug experimentation by 
young people as well as following 
trends we had in the last decade in de-
clines in drug use by young people. 

I seek the floor today to visit with 
my colleagues on this very same sub-
ject, as I have many times in the past 
since I have been chairman of this 
group of our colleagues who spend a 
great deal of time on drug problems 
generally and, of course, a lot of time 
on the issue of drug use by young peo-
ple. 

So, again, as happens at the begin-
ning of every school year, there are 
these national surveys that are made 
public. Within the last month or so, 
several of these have been made public. 
That is what I want to discuss with my 
colleagues. There have been three na-
tional surveys released that tell the 
story of drug use in the United States, 
particularly among teenagers. 

On September 8 of this year, the Na-
tional Center on Addiction and Sub-
stance Abuse—that is called CASA, for 
short. Let me say it again: It is a Na-
tional Center on Addiction and Sub-
stance Abuse. That organization re-
leased its annual back-to-school survey 
on the attitudes of teens and parents 
regarding substance abuse. The survey 
stressed how essential it is for parents 
to get involved in their children’s lives. 
The survey indicates that kids actually 
do listen to their parents. In fact, 42 
percent of the teenagers who have 
never used marijuana credit their par-
ents with that decision. Unfortunately, 
too many parents—45 percent—believe 
that teenagers’ use of drugs is inevi-
table. In addition, 25 percent of the 
parents said they have little influence 
over their teen’s substance abuse. 

I suggest to that 25 percent that they 
ought to consider that 42 percent of the 
young people in America have already 
responded to this survey, saying they 
do not use marijuana because their 
parents have influenced them not to. 
And for the 25 percent of the parents 
who do not think they can have any in-
fluence over their teen’s substance 
abuse, they would probably have con-
siderable and beneficial influence. 

CASA stresses how important paren-
tal involvement is. A child with a posi-
tive relationship with both parents is 
less likely to get involved with drugs. 
The survey also suggests that family- 
oriented activities such as eating din-
ners together and attending religious 
services together can reduce the risk of 
substance abuse. 

The second week in September also 
marked the release of the annual Par-
ents Resource Institute for Drug Edu-
cation survey. That acronym is PRIDE, 
P-R-I-D-E. PRIDE’s survey on teenage 
drug use. The survey also indicated the 
importance of parents’ influence in 
shaping the attitude of teens regarding 
the harmful effects of drugs, just like 
the CASA survey. 

Unfortunately, this past year the 
overall attitude among youth towards 
the harmful effects of drugs remains 
mostly unchanged. In fact, some atti-
tudes worsened. Sadly, about 27 per-
cent used an illegal drug at least once 
in the last year, and about 16 percent 
used drugs monthly or more often. 
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Moreover, the number of students who 
regarded cocaine and heroin as harmful 
has decreased from the previous year. 
We know that, as perception of risk of 
use goes down, actual use of cocaine 
and heroin goes up. The monthly use of 
cocaine by high school students rose 
from 3.1 percent to 3.2 percent, 
hallucinogens went up from 3.9 percent 
to 4.2 percent, and liquor—and we don’t 
often think enough of a legal product, 
liquor, being used illegally by young 
people as being a problem—but it went 
up from 26.9 percent to 28.1 percent. 
Worse yet, beer tends to be a gateway 
for uses of these other drugs that even-
tually leads, by some young people, to 
worse drugs. Unfortunately, in this 
PRIDE survey, the number of students 
who said drugs cause no harm in-
creased over the previous year. 

So that message out there that is 
strong and hard and definitive and con-
stant that drug use is bad, does work 
but not if it isn’t consistently heard 
and reinforced. 

The PRIDE survey reiterates that 
parents have the power to change these 
attitudes. Those young people who say 
their parents talk with them a lot 
about drugs show a 37 percent lower 
drug use than those students who say 
their parents never talk to them about 
drugs. Despite this statistic, less than 
31 percent of the students say their 
parents talk with them often or a lot 
about the problems of drugs. 

So we have one-third of the parents 
shirking their responsibility; and in 
shirking their responsibility, they are 
losing an opportunity to make a dif-
ference in whether or not their young 
people will experiment with drugs. Be-
cause we have that other survey that 
shows 42 percent of the young people in 
America do not use drugs because they 
have been influenced by their parents 
not to use drugs. 

The last survey I want to refer to is 
a National Household Survey on drug 
abuse. It was released 2 months ago. It 
gives a very clear picture that we still 
have much work ahead of us when it 
comes to educating our kids about 
drugs. 

The survey stated that almost 10 per-
cent of our young people, ages 12 to 17, 
reported current use of illicit drugs. An 
estimated 8 percent of youths in the 
same age category reported current use 
of marijuana fairly regularly. 

Unfortunately, this was not a signifi-
cant change from last year. According 
to the survey, young people reported 
great risk of using cigarettes, mari-
juana, cocaine, and alcohol; and that 
percentage was unchanged from the 
previous year. 

The disturbing fact is 56 percent of 
the kids, ages 12 to 17, reported that 
marijuana was very easy to get. And 14 
percent of these young people reported 
being approached by someone selling 
drugs within 30 days of their interview 
for the survey. 

Although these statistics seem 
daunting, we have made some progress 
in keeping drugs out of children’s 

hands. The National Household Sur-
vey—the last one I referred to—stated 
that the number of youths using 
inhalants has decreased significantly 
from 2 percent in 1997 to 1 percent last 
year. 

The PRIDE survey reported that 
monthly use of any illegal and illicit 
drugs fell from 17 percent last year to 
16 percent this year. Even more impor-
tant is the fact that 60 percent of the 
students say they do not expect to use 
drugs in the future. And this is a 9-per-
cent increase from the 51 percent last 
year. 

There may be some hope shown in 
those statistics, then, that finally a 
message about ‘‘just don’t do it,’’ 
‘‘drugs are bad,’’ may be making some 
progress. 

But we all know the war on drugs is 
tough and it is not one that will be won 
easily, but it is not one from which we 
in public life or within our families can 
walk away. Although these numbers 
and statistics remain exceedingly high, 
our efforts can make a difference and 
are not futile. I believe creating a drug- 
free environment for our youth is an 
accessible goal that we must work to 
reach. 

Surveys such as these play an impor-
tant role in measuring our progress 
and determining the work that lies 
ahead of us. It is clear that the public 
is aware of the problem and expects 
Congress and the administration to do 
their part in finding ways to make 
counterdrug programs work. 

In a national poll on national drug 
policy, produced last month by the 
Mellman Group, the public supports ef-
fective drug control programs. As you 
can see from chart No. 1—if you would 
look at chart No. 1—the public particu-
larly supports strong interdiction pro-
grams and consistent interdiction ef-
forts. The survey shows 92 percent of 
the people questioned view illegal 
drugs as a serious problem in this 
country. 

I will now refer to chart No. 2. The 
majority of individuals think drug use 
in this country is increasing. Few see 
it declining, in other words. So it 
seems obvious to me—and I hope to all 
of you—that the American people are 
aware of the problem and are eager for 
a more assertive national drug policy 
from Congress and from the adminis-
tration. 

When Americans are more concerned 
about the availability of drugs than 
they are about crime, we clearly need 
to take action. We cannot afford to let 
drugs devastate our country any fur-
ther; we cannot afford to let drugs dev-
astate any more young people. We have 
to be proactive in our efforts if we 
want to change these disturbing num-
bers that have come out in the CASA 
survey, the National Household Sur-
vey, and the PRIDE survey. 

We do not need a miracle for our 
young people. We need a strong family 
life and positive role models to guide 
our youth in the right direction. 

Education of the dangers of drugs 
starts at home. But it needs to be car-

ried over into all of society. Parents 
need help in sustaining a clear and con-
sistent ‘‘no use’’ message. 

In closing, I refer to an effort I am 
making in my State called Face It To-
gether, an organization that tries to 
bring together all elements of our soci-
ety. 

There are two elements of our soci-
ety—at least in my State—that I do 
not think have done enough to be sup-
portive of families because the front 
line in the war against drugs is the 
home. We cannot, in the home, push it 
off on the school, off onto law enforce-
ment, off onto substance abuse profes-
sions. That front line is the home. 

But two institutions of society, in 
my State, I think, can do a better job. 
Maybe it is true of the other 49 States 
as well. Although it is more encom-
passing than just involving industry 
and business on the one hand, and the 
churches on the other hand in sup-
porting families, that is where I want 
to concentrate my effort. Because most 
businesses and industries in my State 
have substance abuse programs, as a 
matter of necessity, for the health and 
well-being of their workers and to 
maintain the productivity of their 
workforce, we want those businesses 
that have a drug education and drug 
awareness program in the workplace to 
get their workers—men and women 
alike—to carry that message home and 
use it in the families, in the home, to 
support the effort which ought to be in 
that family already, of telling their 
children of the dangers of drugs. 

The other place where I do not think 
we have used enough of our resources is 
in the churches of our State, for mes-
sages from the pulpit, and to use the 
institution of the church to dissemi-
nate educational information to, again, 
be supportive of the family—mom and 
dad—to keep that message strong back 
home. This is something we all need to 
work on. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, may I 

inquire as to how our time is being 
controlled? Do we have time limits? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 
to return to the pending business, with 
no time limitations. 

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the Chair. 
f 

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM 
ACT OF 1999—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to consideration of S. 1593, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

A bill (S. 1593) to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide bipar-
tisan campaign reform. 
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Pending: 
Daschle amendment No. 2298, in the nature 

of a substitute. 
Reid amendment No. 2299 (to amendment 

No. 2298), of a perfecting nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, before 
making my comments on the campaign 
finance reform measure before us, I 
thank the Senator from Kentucky for 
his splendid work on this issue. This 
has been an issue on which he has spent 
a good deal of time. An issue this com-
plicated is very demanding. As so fre-
quently is the custom of the Senator 
from Kentucky, he has put his heart 
and soul into this issue. Many of us ap-
preciate his dedicated effort in trying 
to deal with this issue in a very respon-
sive manner. It is characteristic of the 
Senator from Kentucky to do this kind 
of work for the Senate. We all appre-
ciate and respect him for it. 

The Denver Rocky Mountain News 
ran an editorial on September 21st in 
response to the passage of the Shays/ 
Meehan bill, expressing the paper’s be-
lief that soft money campaign con-
tributions are a form of political ex-
pression and, as such, are protected by 
the First Amendment. 

I don’t bring this up now as a part of 
the Senate debate on campaign finance 
reform just because The News is a local 
paper. I am bringing this editorial up 
now because it is from a local paper 
with an exceedingly sound view. 

In the editorial they use an example 
of an average citizen who might decide 
to distribute leaflets against a city pot 
hole problem. If this hypothetical cit-
izen is stopped from doing so by a city 
council, it would be a clear-cut viola-
tion of freedom of speech. 

The editorial then goes on, correctly, 
to explain that the difference between 
this simple form of election activity 
control and the kinds contained in the 
two main campaign finance measures 
considered on the Hill this year— 
Shays/Meehan and McCain/Feingold—is 
merely a difference of degrees, not 
type. 

Donors who want to give to the Re-
publican National Committee or the 
Democrat National Committee are ex-
pressing their political views. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Rocky Mountain News editorial be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Denver Rocky Mountain News, 
Tues., Sept. 21, 1999] 

FREE SPEECH VS. ‘REFORM’ 
Suppose that you were upset about pot-

holes in a neighborhood street. Imagine that 
you started cranking out leaflets to win the 
support of fellow residents and maybe even 
to get them to consider the issue in the next 
city council election. And now suppose that 
the city government told you to cut it out on 
the ground that the amount of money you 
were spending on those leaflets was cor-
rupting politicians. You just might suspect 
someone was messing with your freedom of 
speech, right? 

Your assessment would be correct. And it 
would be equally correct to believe that a 
campaign finance bill passed recently in the 
House of Representatives would abridge the 
First Amendment guarantees of untethered 
political expression. The bill is aimed prin-
cipally at money that’s given to political 
parties for reasons other than directly influ-
encing a candidate’s election or defeat at the 
polls. The legislation would ban those kinds 
of unregulated contributions, and the cheers 
have been deafening. 

But why is it that applauding throngs are 
so eager to quell free speech? Can’t they see 
that it’s as much an abuse of power to stop 
a rich donor from piling money at the door 
of the Republicans or the Democrats as it 
would be to limit the distribution of leaflets 
by a neighborhood activist? The Senate 
sponsors of a similar bill reportedly plan to 
drop one particularly obnoxious provision of 
the House legislation—regulating the con-
tent of issue advertisements that comment 
on candidates—but the proposed law remains 
an anti-democratic restriction of political 
discussion. 

This so-called reform may be stopped this 
year by filibuster. It ought to be stopped be-
cause members of Congress recognize that 
the best cure the current system’s many ills 
is more complete disclosure of contributors 
and even more freedom for direct campaign 
contributions, not less liberty for all of us. 

Mr. ALLARD. As the Supreme Court 
has ruled, political spending equals po-
litical expression. Attempting to stop 
this political expression, however dis-
tasteful some might find soft money, is 
an attempt to stifle activities pro-
tected by the Constitution. And so it is 
our duty as legislators to find a bet-
ter—a constitutional—way. 

‘‘Don’t let perfect be the enemy of 
good’’ is an expression we hear often on 
this matter. It’s a slogan urging baby 
steps: small moves toward a distant 
goal. 

The thought is that a soft money ban 
is one part of a move towards an ideal 
campaign finance system, and is part 
of an incremental process of improve-
ment. 

But alone, it is not good. It’s not 
even merely average. Banning soft 
money will only give us different and 
arguably worse evils. 

Let’s take a look at just a few of 
them: 

First, in some of my colleagues’ 
minds it is a step towards taxpayer fi-
nanced elections. This would be an ab-
solute monstrosity with the bureauc-
racy calling the shots on campaigns. 
Our democratic process is voluntary 
and fiercely competitive. 

Mandating completely taxpayer fi-
nanced campaigns would force citizens 
to support candidates they disagree 
with, it would place bureaucrats in the 
position of legitimizing political can-
didates, and it unjustly allows can-
didates influence beyond their natural 
appeal to voters. 

Let me explain also that I feel that a 
soft money ban is biased. 

It might just be coincidental that the 
Republican caucus is leading the oppo-
sition to this bill instead of the Demo-
crat caucus, but it might also have 
something to do with the fact that a 
ban on party soft money will ulti-

mately benefit Democrat candidates 
over Republican ones. 

If political parties are curbed, the 
Democrats already have a cohesive 
constituency ready and able to step up 
and assume party functions. Organized 
labor is just that—coordinated people 
ready to work. They are also ready to 
spend. 

Senators SNOWE and JEFFORDS were 
kind enough to provide us all with a 
copy of the October 12th Washington 
Post article covering the announce-
ment by the AFL–CIO that they were 
going to spend $46 million on the up-
coming elections. 

I don’t begrudge the Democrat Na-
tional Committee this labor and fund-
ing base, but it is unbalanced and bla-
tantly partisan to attempt to shield 
this type of spending while attacking 
its counterbalancing force, the areas 
where the RNC instead has the advan-
tage. 

The natural constituencies of each 
party tend to balance each other out, 
but they do so in different ways. 

If you will excuse this minor dia-
tribe, I want to digress here for a mo-
ment and lament what seems so obvi-
ous to everyone and that is organized 
labor is not a Republican constituency. 

I support the American worker. My 
party supports the American worker. 
We are the party of the individual 
worker, not a worker controlled by 
government. 

In a more perfect world—of course, 
meaning a world that runs more ac-
cording to my beliefs—the Republican 
agenda would be passed and would aid 
American workers tremendously. 

The tax refund bill pushed by the Re-
publican majority would have passed 
and returned money to taxpayers, also 
known as American workers. 

The legislation I offered last year to 
pay down the debt would have bene-
fitted all American workers in myriad 
ways. 

The Social Security lock box would 
have passed and guaranteed this ben-
efit for American workers. 

I am therefore a little perturbed that 
the leaders of organized labor are so 
adamant against goals which I feel will 
greatly benefit the workers of America. 

The nature or our political dif-
ferences has resulted in the current sit-
uation where there is no other single 
entity willing to be so dedicated to a 
single party. 

The Republican Party counters this 
absence by seeking contributions from 
diverse sources. Once these individuals 
give to the candidates they support, be-
cause they have not been coerced into 
giving and are without the option of 
labor unions to further spread their 
general message, they give to the Re-
publican National Committee. To try 
and ‘‘un-level’’ the whole playing field 
by denying one side an outlet for polit-
ical expression and clout, even if the 
objection is based an abhorrence of 
fund raising, is flagrant factionalism. 

It is also, as I have said, unconstitu-
tional. 
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The Supreme Court, in the case we 

are hearing about a lot this week, 
Buckley v. Valeo, said just that. 

The Supreme Court struck down 
spending levels, because, and I quote, 
‘‘So long as persons and groups eschew 
expenditures that in express term ad-
vocate the election or defeat of clearly 
identified candidate, they are free to 
spend as much as they want to promote 
the candidate and his views.’’ 

They allowed campaign donation 
limits, not because they did not inter-
fere with First Amendment rights, but 
because the interference they impose 
can be grudgingly tolerated in light of 
the overriding interest in ensuring 
clean and fair elections. 

To further limit soft money dona-
tions, or to attempt a different way to 
cut campaign spending, both of which a 
ban on party soft money would do, 
there must first be shown the cor-
responding overwhelming corruption it 
brings. 

I feel compelled to respond to earlier 
discussion on this floor by pointing out 
that the mere lack of authorization for 
appropriations, while certainly unfor-
tunate and unsound practice, is not by 
itself proof positive of corruption. We 
have not authorized the State Depart-
ment in years. It is hardly pork barrel 
spending to fund the Drug Enforcement 
Agency, another unauthorized agency. 

Just because large amounts of money 
flow around elections does not mean 
that the elections automatically be-
come corrupt. 

The Supreme Court has said that 
large gifts directly to a candidate 
could be corrupting. That is why the 
hard money limits are in place. I agree 
with these. 

If a candidate were to receive a 
huge—say, in the millions—donation 
from one donor and could run an entire 
campaign from it, it would be awfully 
hard to tell it apart from what is com-
monly called ‘‘being bought.’’ 

But one donor making even a huge 
donation to a political party is not 
buying the party philosophy, they are 
supporting it. And we cannot tell peo-
ple how and what to support politi-
cally. 

Many of the proponents of other cam-
paign finance bills try to reduce the in-
fluence of ‘‘special interests’’ by sup-
pressing their donations and thus their 
speech. 

First, I am not even sure suppressing 
special interests is an admirable goal, 
since ‘‘special interests’’ are citizens 
expressing a particular viewpoint, such 
as the Sierra Club, Chambers of Com-
merce, Common Cause and countless 
others. 

That’s the point of politics: advo-
cating your goal during the march to-
wards a collective good. There needs to 
be more interests in politics, not less! 

I believe the absolute best way to en-
sure there are no undue special interest 
influence is to suppress and reduce the 
size of government. 

If the government rids itself of spe-
cial interest funding and corporate sub-

sidies, then there would be less of a 
perception of any attempts to buy in-
fluence through donations. 

A simplified tax code, state regula-
tion flexibility, local education con-
trol—these are less government ap-
proaches to problems that would also 
lower the desperate need for access. 

Meddlesome outside influences—an-
other horror of campaigning—are a 
function of the hard money limits, not 
soft money availability. 

Candidates lose control of their mes-
sage when they lose the right to accept 
money people want to spend and will 
end up spending on their behalf. 

The simple fact that large sums of 
money are spent on elections does not 
mean those elections are corrupt. 

In my campaign for Senate, I was 
outspent by three-quarters of a million 
dollars. That money obviously did not 
buy the election. That money did not 
corrupt the election. 

Supporters say that the election sys-
tem is drowning in soft money. 

They say that soft money has con-
sumed the entire political process. 

Let me say this. Or, rather, allow me 
to share what the Supreme Court has 
to say: 

The First Amendment denies government 
the power to determine that spending to pro-
mote one’s political views is wasteful, exces-
sive, or unwise. In the free society ordained 
by our Constitution it is not the government 
but the people—individually as citizens and 
candidates and collectively as associations 
and political committees—who must retain 
control over the quantity and range of de-
bate on public issues in a political campaign. 

The Supreme Court has been very 
clear in its rulings concerning cam-
paign finance and the First Amend-
ment. 

Since the post-Watergate changes to 
the campaign finance system began, 
twenty-four Congressional actions have 
been declared unconstitutional, with 
nine rejections based on the First 
Amendment. 

Out of those nine, four dealt directly 
with campaign finance reform laws. In 
each case, the Supreme Court has ruled 
that political spending—even if obvi-
ously excessive—is equal to political 
speech. 

Even today, the Supreme Court is ad-
dressing a case regarding Missouri con-
tribution limits, showing their contin-
ued dedication to protecting the free-
dom of speech expressed through polit-
ical support. 

Besides the constitutional question, 
there is the simple matter of plain re-
ality. People with money and political 
views will not give up their desires to 
express themselves. 

Like water flowing downhill, politi-
cally active Americans who find them-
selves blocked will just find different 
outlets to reach their goal. 

Hard money was regulated, so soft 
money was invented. If soft money is 
banned, something else will take its 
place. 

The problem is that the regulations 
and laws that go further and further 
towards cutting money also go further 

and further towards unconstitution-
ality. 

Some in Congress have stated that 
freedom of speech and the desire for 
healthy campaigns in a healthy democ-
racy are in direct conflict, and that we 
can’t have both. 

The only effective dam, they say, 
would be to change the First Amend-
ment so as to allow the abridging of po-
litical speech. 

I don’t support that belief. Fortu-
nately for those of us who believe in 
the First Amendment rights of all 
American citizens, the founding fathers 
and the Supreme Court do not either. 

They believe, and I believe, that we 
can have free political speech and fair 
campaigns. 

Also, supporters of some of the cam-
paign finance reform bills believe that 
if we stop the growth of campaign 
spending and force give-aways of public 
and private resources then we will be 
improving the campaign finance sys-
tem. 

The Supreme Court again disagrees 
and is again very clear in its intent on 
campaign spending. The Buckley deci-
sion says, 

. . . the mere growth in the cost of federal 
election campaigns in and of itself provides 
no basis for governmental restrictions on the 
quantity of campaign spending. . . . 

Campaigns are about ideas and ex-
pressing those ideas, no matter how 
great or small the means. 

The ‘‘distribution of the humblest 
handbill’’ to the most ‘‘expensive 
modes of communication’’ are both in-
dispensable instruments of effective 
political speech. We should not force 
one sector to freely distribute our po-
litical ideas just because it is more ex-
pensive than all the other sectors. 

So no matter how objectionable the 
cost of campaigns, the Supreme Court 
has stated that this is not reason 
enough to restrict the speech of can-
didates or any other groups involved in 
political speech. 

Despite my objections to this current 
legislation, I think I can agree with 
this bill’s cosponsors that improve-
ments can be made to today’s system. 
I have some ideas on that. To that end 
I have introduced S. 1671, the Campaign 
Finance Integrity Act of 1999. 

My bill would: Require candidates to 
raise at least 50 percent of their con-
tributions from individuals in the state 
or district in which they are running; 
equalize contributions from individuals 
and political action committees (PACs) 
by raising the individual limit from 
$1,000 to $2,500 and reducing the PAC 
limit from $5,000 to $2,500; index indi-
vidual and PAC contribution limits for 
inflation; reduce the influence of a can-
didate’s personal wealth by allowing 
political party committees to match 
dollar for dollar the personal contribu-
tion of a candidate above $5,000; require 
corporations and labor organizations to 
seek separate, voluntary authorization 
of the use of any dues, initiative fees or 
payment as a condition of employment 
for political activity, and requires an-
nual full disclosure of those activities 
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to members and shareholders; prohibit 
depositing an individual contribution 
by a campaign unless the individual’s 
profession and employer are reported; 
encourage the Federal Election Com-
mission to allow filing of reports by 
computers and other emerging tech-
nologies and to make that information 
accessible to the public on the Internet 
less than 24 hours of receipt; ban the 
use of taxpayer financed mass mail-
ings; enhance cuts on the use of federal 
property for fund raising, restrict use 
of White House and Air Force One for 
fund raising, and require non-office 
holders who use government vehicles 
for campaigns to reimburse for that 
usage. 

This is common sense campaign fi-
nance reform. It drives the candidate 
back into his district or state to raise 
money from individual contributions. 

It has some of the most open, full and 
timely disclosure requirements of any 
other campaign finance bill in either 
the Senate or the House of Representa-
tives. I strongly believe that sunshine 
is the best disinfectant. 

The right of political parties, groups 
and individuals to say what they want 
in a political campaign is preserved but 
the right of the public to know how 
much they are spending and what they 
are saying is also recognized. I have 
great faith that the public can make 
its own decisions about campaign dis-
course if it is given full and timely in-
formation. 

Objecting to the popular quest of the 
moment is very difficult for any politi-
cian, but turning your back on the 
First Amendment is more difficult for 
me. 

I want campaign finance reform but 
not at the expense of the First Amend-
ment. My legislation does this. 

As we deal with this issue, I will con-
tinue to listen and continue to fine- 
tune my belief on this matter. But I 
will not stray from a firm belief in the 
first amendment, a firm belief in fair 
campaign laws, and a firm belief that 
whatever we do here in this body must 
justly serve the democratic process. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

shall take just a moment before the 
Senator from Colorado leaves the floor 
to thank him. This is his third year in 
the Senate. As he knows and as has 
been discussed, we seem to have this 
debate every year. He has participated 
every single year in the debate in an 
extraordinarily insightful way. His 
speech made a whole lot of sense. I lis-
tened to every word. 

I thank him for the important con-
tribution he has made to this debate, 
not only this year but in the other 
years since he has been in the Senate. 
I thank the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. I thank my friend 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
note that the Senator from Idaho is on 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor this afternoon to engage in 
what has become an annual debate on 
campaign finance reform. But I am also 
here to honor Senator MITCH MCCON-
NELL, who has chosen to be a leader on 
this issue for all the right reasons and, 
most importantly, the right principled 
reasons. To defend our Constitution 
and to defend free speech in this coun-
try is an admirable cause. I thank him 
for engaging in it. 

Along with that kind of leadership 
comes the risk of errors. I see that this 
weekend the New York Times, in its 
rather typical fashion, has decided to 
engage in this debate by simply calling 
names, suggesting that the Senate is a 
‘‘bordello’’ and that MITCH MCCONNELL 
is its ‘‘madam.’’ Shame on you, New 
York Times. I thought you were better 
than that. But then again, why should 
we think you are better than that on 
this issue, because you have chosen to 
take what you call high ground, which 
is in fact exclusive ground, that only 
you as journalists would have to speak 
out for America when no one else 
would have that opportunity. 

That is what this debate is all about. 
It is why I come to the floor, not only 
to support MITCH MCCONNELL but to 
support these important principles 
that somehow the New York Times 
just flat stumbles over on its way to its 
version of the truth. 

There is another analogy I might use. 
It is similar to suggesting that this 
form of regulation is like a new archi-
tectural design for the Navy that gave 
us the Titanic. I suspect it is not new at 
all. In fact, it is not reform at all. And 
we have been up this creek one too 
many times. 

We are here today and we are en-
gaged in a most serious way to debate 
what I think is an important issue. The 
Senate has held more than 100 votes on 
campaign finance reform during the 
past dozen years. Although the defini-
tion of ‘‘reform’’ has fluctuated widely 
over that period of time, the essence of 
this legislation remains the same—to 
restrict and stifle political speech. 

The bill now before us would also fed-
eralize or nationalize vast parts of 
America’s politics. For the average cit-
izen listening in today, let me repeat 
that phrase. Do you want your Govern-
ment to federalize or nationalize polit-
ical free speech in this country, to 
shape it and control it, and to tell can-
didates and their supporters how to 
speak? Someday they might even sug-
gest what to speak. That is really the 
importance of why we come to this 
floor today to debate this most impor-
tant topic. 

Under the new plan offered by Sen-
ators MCCAIN and FEINGOLD, there 
would be once again an across-the- 
board ban on soft money for any Fed-
eral election activity. 

You have already heard the sponsors 
and the supporters of this bill talk on 
and on about how soft money is bad, 

about how President Clinton rented 
out the Lincoln Bedroom in exchange 
for huge soft money donations, or how 
foreign nationals paid tens of thousand 
of dollars during the President’s 1996 
election campaign. They say all soft 
money is bad. Or should we say that 
Bill Clinton misused it and so, there-
fore, it is bad? I believe that is the kind 
of connection they are using. 

Sorry, Senator MCCAIN; sorry, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD. Don’t put me in the 
same category with Bill Clinton. Put 
me in another category. Put me in a 
category that recognizes the impor-
tance of free speech and that recog-
nizes there are appropriate ways of 
handling it. 

As I have said in the past, and I say 
again, a total ban on soft money will 
have a significant negative effect on 
the lives of thousands of citizens who 
believe it is their American right to be-
come engaged in the political process. 
In the end, you will hear no disagree-
ment on this point from the sponsors 
or the supporters of the legislation. 

Let me take a few moments to ex-
plain how this proposal of a ban on soft 
money will affect thousands of citizens 
involved in America’s politics. 

Here in Washington, the national 
party organizations receive money 
from donors. The donations can be 
from individuals, lobbying groups that 
represent their members, businesses, or 
unions. The political organizations re-
ceiving these donations include the Re-
publican National Committee, the 
Democratic National Committee, the 
Republican Senatorial Committee, the 
Democrat Senatorial Committee, the 
Republican National Congressional 
Committee, and the Democratic Na-
tional Congressional Committee. 

All of these political organizations 
receive donations from contributors. 
What happens next is—and it is very 
important that we follow this because 
this is supposed to be the negative side 
of politics; this is supposed to be the 
side that corrupts. And yet, so far, it is 
clearly outside the Halls of the Senate. 
The money flows to these national po-
litical organizations. 

What happens next? These political 
organizations distribute some of that 
money to their respective political par-
ties in counties and localities all over 
the country. As you can imagine, there 
are thousands of State, county, and 
local political offices that receive this 
financial aid. 

Then, under certain conditions al-
ready defined by State and Federal 
law, the local parties use this money 
for activities such as purchasing cam-
paign buttons, bumper stickers, post-
ers, and yard signs to express an opin-
ion, to express an idea. The money is 
also used by voter registration activi-
ties on behalf of the partys’ Presi-
dential and Vice Presidential nomi-
nees. The money is also used for multi-
candidate brochures and even sample 
ballots. 

Can you imagine corruption yet 
emerging out of this that somehow 
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would affect the vote or influence the 
vote of an individual Senator on this 
floor? I know Halloween is close. I 
know Senators MCCAIN and FEINGOLD 
are searching for ghosts. And maybe in 
this scenario there is a ghost. But, fel-
low Senators, it is only a ghost because 
here is what happens next. 

Let me give you an example. Say it is 
an election day. You go down to your 
local polling site, whether it is at a 
school, a local church, a National 
Guard armory, or your American Le-
gion hall. Sometimes there is a person 
there who will hand you what is called 
a sample ballot listing all of the can-
didates in your party running for of-
fice. It is a way of identifying people 
running for your office or running for 
office in your party. As most voters, 
you are more than likely to choose 
candidates of your party. However, 
under the McCain-Feingold proposal, it 
would be against the law to use soft 
money to pay for a sample ballot with 
the name of any candidate who is run-
ning for Congress on the same sample 
ballot with State and local candidates 
combined. Corruption? As I said ear-
lier, it is close to Halloween. 

Under the McCain-Feingold legisla-
tion, it would be against the law to use 
soft money to pay for campaign but-
tons, posters, yard signs, or brochures 
that include the name or picture of a 
candidate for Federal office on the 
same item that has the name or pic-
ture of a State or local candidate. That 
is called Federal control. That causes 
the creation of a bureaucracy to exam-
ine every election process right down 
to the local county central committee. 
Imagine the size of the new building 
here in Washington. Imagine the Fed-
eral agents out on the ground. Imagine 
it; that is what ultimately we reduce 
ourselves to when we begin to micro-
manage, as is proposed in this legisla-
tion, the kind of political process that 
most Americans believe and have rea-
son to believe is a fair and honest proc-
ess. 

Under McCain-Feingold, it would be 
against the law to use soft money to 
conduct a local voter registration drive 
120 days before the election. These get- 
out-the-vote drives have proven to be 
effective tools for increasing interest 
among people in the political process. 
Frankly, that is what we are all about, 
getting people interested in partici-
pating in their government. Not 
enough do now. With McCain-Feingold, 
in the end we would probably even 
cause that to be restricted. 

In fact, in 1979 Congress supported re-
visions in the law pertaining to get- 
out-the-vote drives because they were 
concerned about important party- 
building activities and they promoted 
citizen participation in the election 
process. As we have heard on the Sen-
ate floor, the sponsors and supporters 
of this bill think this, and what I have 
just discussed, is corruption. 

Let’s look at the reality of what this 
legislation creates. I will talk about a 
man I know by the name of Jack 

Hardy, the chairman of the Republican 
Party in Custer County, ID. Custer 
County is about as big as Delaware, 
New Hampshire, and New Jersey to-
gether with only about 4,000 citizens 
living in that huge geographic area. 
Jack Hardy, chairman of the Repub-
lican Party in that county, works at a 
full time job as a carpenter. He also en-
joys spending time with his family. 
Jack relies on financial aid from the 
State and national party organizations 
to run his Custer County Republican 
Party. 

There are thousands of Jack Hardys 
all over the country. Most are volun-
teers. They put in long hours sup-
porting their party and their can-
didates hoping to make a difference be-
cause they believe as Americans they 
ought to be involved in the party proc-
ess to get people elected who believe in 
and represent the ideals that the Jack 
Hardys of America hold. Jack Hardy is 
a hard-working man who wants to 
make a difference. 

McCain-Feingold is saying we will 
make it tougher, Jack. Here is how we 
will make it tougher. We are not going 
to allow you to use the kind of re-
sources that come from the State and 
the Federal parties. You have to get 
out and hustle: forget your job. You 
have to get hard money from dona-
tions, local business money, and indi-
viduals to fund any activities. 

Jack already does some of this. He 
already solicits among individuals and 
businesses in his community. But 
never is there enough on an election 
day or before an election day to do the 
right kind of work. Jack Hardy relies 
on his State and Federal party to help 
him. 

People such as Jack Hardy will be 
forced to take more of their time off 
from what is a nonpaid voluntary job 
to help participate in American polit-
ical activities. In other words, fund-
raising hard money will become a big-
ger concern for the State and local offi-
cials than ever before, and whoever 
raises the most money can fund more 
political activities. It is that simple. 

Essentially, what we have done is 
make money the most compelling fac-
tor in campaigns instead of part of 
what is necessary to run a good cam-
paign organization. 

Frankly, this is silly stuff. Exactly 
what kind of campaign finance reform 
is this? What are we trying to accom-
plish? We just added more laws to a 
system that is already heavily bur-
dened with rules and regulations, many 
of which can’t even get enforced be-
cause the Federal Election Commission 
doesn’t function too well. Again, it is a 
federal bureaucracy that has probably 
outserved its usefulness. 

We have just added more laws to a 
system that is already not working. We 
forced thousands of State and local 
party officials to raise more money 
from their constituents, to confuse the 
process that we think works pretty 
well now. 

If the point of McCain-Feingold is to 
reform the campaign finance system, 

then I think the last thing we want to 
do is ban soft money. 

I support the amendment offered by 
Senator MCCAIN to require State and 
local officials to file immediate elec-
tronic disclosure of contributions. That 
is key to anything we do. Let the vot-
ers know firsthand about the money 
source coming into their politics. Vot-
ers are not dumb. They are talented, 
bright Americans who make their own 
judgments. And they should be based 
on the knowledge handed them, with-
out having to create a monstrously 
large Federal bureaucracy. 

I am bothered by what has been left 
out of McCain-Feingold. For example, 
there is no protection in this bill 
against union workers. This issue has 
already been debated thoroughly on 
the floor. I noticed just this past week 
the AFL–CIO has endorsed AL GORE in 
his candidacy for the Presidency. Of 
course, this will bring in millions of 
dollars of reported and millions of dol-
lars of unreported money. Why? In 
large part, we have exempted labor 
unions from certain levels of campaign 
requirements and we do not exempt 
other citizens of our country. Most im-
portantly, we have said labor bosses 
can take the dues of their members and 
use them for political purposes that 
maybe even those union members don’t 
want. 

The American political process ought 
to be a free process. We want it to be 
open. We want and must always have 
full disclosure. If union dues go to fund 
AL GORE’s campaign, there will be a lot 
of union people in Idaho who will be 
very angry because they openly tell me 
they cannot support this candidate. 
Why? Because he put them out of work. 
His policy on public lands and public 
land resources and this administra-
tion’s reaction has cost thousands of 
union men and women to be out of 
work in my State. If their dues go 
without their ability to say no, they 
have a right to be angry. Yet the provi-
sion I am talking about is not in 
McCain-Feingold. I am talking about a 
term we call ‘‘paycheck protection.’’ 
This is a very important part of any 
kind of campaign finance reform any 
Member wants to see. 

During the 1996 elections, union lead-
ers tacked on an extra surcharge on 
dues to their members in order to raise 
$49.2 million to defeat Republican can-
didates around the country. There is no 
reason not to say it; that was their in-
tent. They were open about it. The 
union bosses have announced they plan 
to spend much more in the 2000 elec-
tion. Yet nothing in this law says they 
can’t do that. We shouldn’t say, ‘‘You 
can’t do it.’’ We should say there are 
rules about how to collect the money. 
The right of the citizen is to say yes or 
no to how his or her money is used for 
political purposes. 

There are others waiting to speak. 
This will be an issue we will debate 
into the week. It is an important issue, 
but it is one I think the American citi-
zens understand quite well. 
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When mom and dad come home at 

night and they sit at the dinner table 
and one spouse says to another, ‘‘How 
was your day?’’ my guess is they do not 
say, ‘‘And, oh, what about those cam-
paign finance laws that Senator FEIN-
GOLD is debating in the U.S. Senate? 
Those are really important to us.’’ I 
doubt they say that. In fact, I doubt 
even few moms and dads have ever said 
that. I think what they will talk about, 
though, is the shooting that happened 
down the street too close to their 
school; or the economy that cost a 
brother or a sister their job; or the 
taxes they paid that denied them the 
ability to spend more on their children 
or put away more for their children’s 
education. Yes, and they probably 
even, in a rather disgusted way, talk 
about some of the examples of moral 
decline in this country. My guess is 
that is what goes on around the dinner 
tables of America, not, ‘‘Oh, and by the 
way, Senator FEINGOLD has a great 
campaign finance bill.’’ 

What are important issues, as we de-
bate the issues in the closing days of 
this Senate, are issues about public 
education and safety and crime and all 
of that. We will engage in that with 
our President in the coming days as we 
finalize some of these key appropria-
tions bills. 

Again, I think what is important to 
the American people are issues like 
crime, the economy, taxes, health care, 
education, social security, and the 
moral decline of the country. 

What people really care about is 
whether their children will get safely 
back and forth from school—and 
whether they’ll get a good education in 
the public schools. 

They care about keeping their jobs 
and trying to make ends meet while 
they watch more and more of their 
hard earned money slip away to Wash-
ington to satisfy this President’s lust 
for spending. 

They care about their future—wheth-
er they can save enough money to re-
tire some day. And if they retire, will 
there be any money left in the Social 
Security system, or will it all be spent 
on more government programs. 

These are the real concerns of Ameri-
cans today, and I hope the Senate will 
soon be able to turn its attention to 
these important issues. 

Let me conclude by saying we are not 
wasting our time debating campaign fi-
nance reform. Defending the right of 
free speech and the right of citizens to 
participate in this most critical of 
American institutions is our job. To 
defend and protect that right is the 
reasonable goal. So I appreciate joining 
with my colleagues on the floor to op-
pose McCain-Feingold and hope Sen-
ators will join with us in protecting 
that freedom of expression of Amer-
ica’s citizens. 

I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
Mr. BENNETT. Before the Senator 

from Idaho yields the floor, will he 
yield to a question? 

Mr. CRAIG. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. BENNETT. I was very interested 

in a comment about the money being 
raised by the AFL–CIO. I would like to 
get the exact figure. Did the Senator 
say $49 million? 

Mr. CRAIG. That was in the last 
cycle. 

Mr. BENNETT. In the last cycle. 
Mr. CRAIG. Specific to those elec-

tions. 
Mr. BENNETT. Let me ask a ques-

tion, which I will be asking my friends 
on the other side as well. But since my 
colleague has raised it, I think he could 
be an expert on this issue. 

Since we are being told repeatedly 
throughout this debate that the huge 
amounts of soft money are corrupting 
and controlling the votes, let me ask 
the Senator from Idaho, who is a mem-
ber of the Republican leadership: If the 
AFL–CIO were to simply give that $49 
million to the Republicans and thus 
corrupt and influence our votes, would 
that not be a better investment on 
their part than to have it wasted on 
people who are already with them? 

Mr. CRAIG. That is a unique 
thought. I guess I had not thought of it 
that way. I do not necessarily suggest 
the $49.2 million is a corrupting factor. 

Mr. BENNETT. I do not believe it is 
corrupting either, but we are being told 
repeatedly that it is. 

Mr. CRAIG. What is corrupting about 
that is when a labor boss says he is 
going to take the dues of his member 
without asking him or her whether he 
can use those dues for a political pur-
pose. 

Mr. BENNETT. I agree with that. 
Mr. CRAIG. Thomas Jefferson had 

something to say about that. He said it 
was wrong, and an individual’s money 
never should be used for those pur-
poses. That is the corrupting factor, 
when money you thought you con-
trolled for the purpose of expressing 
your political opinion would get mis-
used. I think in this instance it does. 

Mr. BENNETT. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Idaho completely about that. 
But I want to go back to the argument 
that has been made again and again by 
my friend from Wisconsin and the Sen-
ator from Arizona, that the tremen-
dous amount of money that is being 
put into the system influences how 
people vote. If I were sitting on a $49 
million pot of money, advising the 
AFL–CIO, saying what you want is to 
get more of your legislation through 
the Congress, I would say to them: If in 
fact the $49 million does change the 
way people vote, why not give the $49 
million to the people who are not vot-
ing for us? Why not give the $49 million 
to the Republicans and turn them all 
into rabid supporters of the AFL–CIO? 

Mr. CRAIG. In other words, following 
the logic that money talks and money 
influences. 

Mr. BENNETT. If we accept that 
logic, it is perfectly clear it ought to 
come on this side of the aisle rather 
than the other. 

Let me ask the Senator from Idaho, 
if he was to suddenly receive in his 

campaign—through, let us say, the 
State party of Idaho, because it cannot 
be given to him directly, there is no 
way the soft money can corrupt you 
because you cannot receive it—but, if 
the AFL–CIO were suddenly to give to 
the Republican Party of Idaho $1 mil-
lion in cash, would you change your po-
sition on any of the labor issues you 
have discussed, paycheck protection, 
for example? 

Mr. CRAIG. How can you change 
your position on things that are fun-
damentally right in America, such as 
the right of an individual to control his 
money or her money for political pur-
poses? Absolutely not. 

Mr. BENNETT. I accept the integrity 
of the Senator from Idaho. Let me ask 
him, as a member of leadership—— 

Mr. CRAIG. Remember the New York 
Times says I am a member of a bor-
dello. 

Mr. BENNETT. That is why I am 
raising the question, because in a bor-
dello you can change what happens by 
where the money goes, without any 
question. 

Mr. CRAIG. I wouldn’t know. 
Mr. BENNETT. I have never been in 

one, but I am at least told that is the 
way it works. 

Let me ask the Senator from Idaho, 
as a member of the leadership, you 
know other Members of the Republican 
Party. Do you know of any Member, on 
this side of the aisle, who would change 
his or her position on labor issues if 
the AFL–CIO were to suddenly put $1 
million worth of soft money into his or 
her State party? 

Mr. CRAIG. I not only do not know of 
anyone, I know if you accused anyone 
of changing their opinion because of 
that, you would have a fight on your 
hands. I do not mean just a verbal 
fight. I say to anyone who would sug-
gest to any of us that money influ-
ences, from the standpoint it is going 
to change our philosophy, change our 
attitude or corrupt us, as some Sen-
ators have suggested on this floor that 
it does—out West we call them fighting 
words. Because you are questioning a 
person’s integrity. You are basically 
saying they are for sale. 

Shame on those Senators who come 
to the floor to make that kind of sug-
gestion. Maybe they know something 
we do not. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator 
from Idaho yield for a similar ques-
tion? 

Mr. CRAIG. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Most of the Repub-

lican Members of the Senate have been 
vigorous supporters of tort reform, 
changes in the legal system of this 
country. I ask my friend from Idaho, if 
the American Trial Lawyers Associa-
tion gave $1 million to the Republican 
National Committee, would that turn 
the Republicans in the Senate into vig-
orous opponents of legal reform? 

Mr. CRAIG. It not only would not, 
you are speaking of a fantasy idea that 
I doubt will ever come to pass. But I 
thank you for asking that question. 
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Mr. MCCONNELL. My final question 

of the Senator from Idaho: Let’s as-
sume the National Right to Life Com-
mittee contributed $100,000 to the 
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Com-
mittee. Does the Senator from Idaho— 
of course we are not in the best posi-
tion to answer this, I don’t guess, since 
it is not our party, but it is still inter-
esting to speculate. Let’s assume the 
National Right to Life Committee gave 
a $100,000 soft money contribution to 
the Democratic Senatorial Campaign 
Committee. I ask my friend from 
Idaho, does he anticipate at that point 
the Democrats in the Senate would be-
come pro-life? 

Mr. CRAIG. No. I do not believe that 
a majority of them would. I think their 
basis for what they call a pro-choice 
position is one firmly grounded on 
their philosophy. I don’t criticize—I 
don’t agree, but I don’t criticize—their 
right to hold that. But what National 
Right to Life is saying is that they 
want to have the right to give the 
Democrat Party money if they choose 
to. What they are saying is, we want to 
have a right to organize individual citi-
zens to come together to pool their 
money for the purpose of giving it. 
What McCain-Feingold says is: No, you 
can’t do that. 

National Right to Life is saying, in 
this instance: Give us choice, the right 
to choose where we want to play in the 
political process. Don’t deny us what is 
our right as American citizens or an 
American group to participate in the 
political process. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank my friend 
from Idaho, not only for responding to 
our questions but also for another out-
standing contribution to this most im-
portant debate. 

We appreciate his insightful com-
ments. I thank the Senator very much. 

Mr. CRAIG. I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am sorry 

my friend from Utah last left the floor. 
The fact is, the political balance of 
power is already heavily tilted toward 
corporations, by any study that you 
find. The fact is, in the last election 
cycle corporate interests spent about 
$700 million in political contributions. 
That is 11 times more than what unions 
spent. And they did not get the permis-
sion of their stockholders. While 
unions contributed less than 4 percent 
of the $1.6 billion raised by candidates 
and parties in 1996, corporations con-
tributed over 40 percent. 

So the disparity between corporate 
and union spending is not static; it is 
growing. In the next election cycle, in-
stead of 11 to 1, it will probably be 14 to 
1. What is so disconcerting about this 
is for this so-called soft money, it is 
even wider. 

While both corporations and unions 
have increased their unrestricted so- 
called soft money contributions, since 
1992 corporate spending has grown 

twice as fast. In 1996, as an example, 
corporations spent more than $176 mil-
lion—19 times more than what the 
unions spent. 

There is all this talk about the 
unions that represent the working men 
and women of this country spending 4 
percent of what is spent in political 
campaigns. I think it is too bad that 
working men and women in this coun-
try do not have more of a representa-
tion. It is getting worse. That is why 
this legislation is before this body. 

I think it is important at this time 
to recognize the work done by Senator 
FEINGOLD in making this an issue be-
fore the people of America. I applaud 
and congratulate Senator FEINGOLD for 
his position based upon what he be-
lieves is principle. 

He not only talks the game; he lives 
the game, as indicated in his most re-
cent election. While all over America 
people were spending huge amounts of 
soft money, and it was being spent in 
Wisconsin against Senator FEINGOLD, 
he refused to take any money even 
though it was available to him. 

So I take this opportunity to say, 
first of all, let’s bring in to proper per-
spective the disparity between cor-
porate spending and union spending 
and also to congratulate my friend 
from the State of Wisconsin. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. REID. I am happy to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. SESSIONS. The Senator men-
tioned $179 million of corporate ex-
penditures. Are those for State and 
local races also? 

Mr. REID. Yes. The fact is, that is a 
lesser figure. What I did say in the be-
ginning is that in the 1996 election 
cycle—the one that we have numbers 
on—corporate interests spent more; in 
fact, it is almost $700 million in polit-
ical contributions, which is 11 times 
more than what unions spent. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I do not know about 
that. But I know Mr. SWEENEY has indi-
cated he had $170-some-odd million, 
that they would spend $46 million, I be-
lieve, on just the 34 Federal congres-
sional races, all of which is very un-
regulated and underreported, inac-
curately reported, of course. But I 
want to get those numbers straight, 
whether you are talking about 
throughout the Nation, including coun-
ty commission races, State senate 
races, and all the races. 

The numbers are hard to compare. I 
think the Senator would probably 
agree with that. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from 
Alabama, if we took into consideration 
State and local races, the corporate 
skew would be even further out of 
whack because unions do get involved 
in local campaigns. But it is usually 
through the grassroots level and very 
rarely is it money; where the corpora-
tions very rarely are involved in the 
grassroots activities and are always in-
volved in the money. 

So if we added all that, the number 
may even be more than 11 times more 
than what the unions spent. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Will the Senator 
yield for one more question? 

Mr. REID. I am happy to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. SESSIONS. The numbers I have 
are that labor spent $370 million per 
election cycle on campaigns. I am not 
sure where all the numbers come out, 
but that is quite a lot. 

Would the Senator agree with that? 
Or does he disagree with those num-
bers? 

Mr. REID. I do not know from where 
the Senator is getting his numbers. In 
the previous question the Senator 
asked, there was $40 million. And now 
it is how much? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. SWEENEY said 
they were going to spend $46 million in 
34 targeted U.S. congressional races. 

Mr. REID. Where does this other 
number come from? 

Mr. SESSIONS. The $370 million in-
cludes Federal election campaigns. 

Mr. REID. Over what period of time? 
Mr. SESSIONS. The last election 

cycle. 
Mr. REID. I say to my friend the 

numbers that he has, I don’t know from 
where they came. I do state that in 
America we have far too much money 
being spent, soft money and other 
kinds of money. The point I was trying 
to make in my statement in response 
to my friend from Utah is the fact that 
corporate spending, by any number you 
pick, is far out of whack with union 
spending, whether it is 19 times more 
or 11 times more. We all acknowledge 
it is a growing disparity. 

The fact is, what is being attempted 
by my friend from the State of Wis-
consin is to stop the flow of all this 
soft money. 

The fact is, there is a lot of talk 
about union money coming from work-
ing men and women in this country. 
Remember, corporate money is also 
money that represents shareholders. 
Certainly, they get no say in how that 
money is spent. 

So I suggest that before we start 
picking on organized labor, remember, 
is there anything wrong with the 
nurses of America, who are included in 
these numbers—the AFL–CIO, teach-
ers, carpenters, cement finishers— 
being represented? The answer is, they 
should be able to be involved in cam-
paigns just as much as somebody who 
represents tobacco interests and the 
very large health care industry in 
America. So they, too, need a voice. 

I am glad that voice is being rep-
resented by this side of the aisle. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts has been 
waiting a long time. 

I will yield to him in 1 minute. But I 
want to make a quick point with re-
gard to speech comments by the Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

He and I had a good discussion the 
other day about this issue. I enjoyed it. 
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But he said that a soft money ban 
would be unfair to the Republican 
Party. And this very much reflects the 
comments of the Senator from Ken-
tucky, who has made similar com-
ments, that a soft money ban would 
somehow unfairly limit the ability of 
the Republican Party, as opposed to 
the Democratic Party. 

I find this very odd, since the com-
ments this weekend of the chairman 
designate of the Democratic National 
Committee, the mayor of Philadelphia, 
Ed Rendell, who is the chair of the 
DNC, who said in a column, or was 
quoted in a column by David Broder: 

‘‘If the Republicans pass McCain-Feingold, 
we would be shut down,’’ Rendell said. 

So both parties apparently think it is 
the end of the line for them if we ban 
soft money—but only for one of them. 
I ask, how is it possible, since this 
whole soft money thing only happened 
3 or 4 years ago in terms of the vast 
amounts of money? We certainly had 
political parties before this—pretty 
good political parties. How can both 
parties be right? How can the Senator 
from Colorado be right and Mr. Rendell 
be right? 

The fact is, both parties have become 
addicted to soft money, and they do 
not want to give it up. There is no re-
ality to the notion that the parties will 
be crippled or any particular party 
would be severely harmed by the soft 
money ban. 

Mr. President, I wanted to make that 
point. At this point, since we are 
roughly trying to go back and forth, I 
hope the Senator from Massachusetts 
could proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I no-
tice other colleagues wanting to ad-
dress the Senate. I would hope and ask 
consent—I see my colleague on the 
floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for a moment? Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Without losing my 
right to the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Without losing his 
right to the floor. 

In terms of order, I gather we are 
still rotating. I ask unanimous consent 
that on our side I be able to follow Sen-
ator KENNEDY. Senator LEVIN may 
come, in which case I can talk with 
him about how to proceed. I ask unani-
mous consent that on our side I be al-
lowed to follow Senator KENNEDY. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Reserving the 
right to object, I know the occupant of 
the chair was here to speak earlier. Is 
the Senator from Ohio going to be in 
the chair until 3? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I have no problem 

with the Senator’s consent agreement, 
then, if I may ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Ohio be recog-
nized at 3 to make some remarks. I 
think that would help accommodate 
him. Nobody is trying to quiet anyone. 
I just want to give the Senator from 

Ohio a chance to get in the debate at 3. 
Does anybody have a problem with 
that? 

Mr. REID. I have no problem. We will 
begin rotating at this time. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky knows we have al-
ready had several speeches from Repub-
licans. We will start now rotating. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I have no objec-
tion. 

Mr. REID. So after Senator KENNEDY 
speaks, Senator VOINOVICH may speak. 
If necessary, you may cover the floor 
for him. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. We will work that 
out. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Reserving the right 
to object, I only planned to speak for 15 
or 20 minutes. I think what the Senator 
from Kentucky has proposed will cer-
tainly be agreeable, if that is all right. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator from 
Ohio will be recognized after the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. We will make 
sure somebody gets in the Chair and 
gives him an opportunity to make his 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will 

put in the RECORD the excellent sum-
maries of total contributions according 
to the Center for Responsive Politics. 
That is a nonpartisan watchdog group. 
We can talk about numbers here and 
numbers there. However, I think it is 
important for the RECORD that we have 
summaries from the nonpartisan 
groups that have assessed the contribu-
tions by unions and corporations—hard 
money/soft money. As the Senator 
from Nevada, the Senator from Wis-
consin, and others have pointed out, 
the ratio is about 11 to 1. You can slice 
it any way you want but the fact re-
mains—it is basically the difference be-
tween the contributions, according to 
nonpartisan groups. Others have other 
ways of adding and subtracting figures; 
all well and good. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD the summary provided by 
the Center for Responsive Politics be-
cause I think it is helpful to have the 
findings of those who have no ax to 
grind. 

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[AFL–CIO Fact Sheet] 

CORPORATE VS. UNION SPENDING ON POLI-
TICS—THERE’S TOO MUCH MONEY IN POLI-
TICS—BUT IT’S NOT UNION MONEY 

The political balance of power is already 
tilted heavily in favor of corporations. In the 
1996 election cycle, corporate interests spent 
more than $677 million on political contribu-
tions—11 times more than unions spent. So 
while unions contributed less than 4 percent 
of the $1.6 billion raised by candidates and 
parties in 1996, corporations contributed 
more than 40 percent. 

The disparity between corporate and union 
spending is growing. Since 1992 (when the 
ratio was 9-to-1), corporate political con-
tributions have increased by $229.8 million, 
while union contributions rose by only $12.1 
million. 

In ‘‘soft money’’ contributions, the gap is 
even wider. While both corporations and 
unions have increased their unrestricted, so- 
called ‘‘soft money’’ contributions since 1992, 
corporate spending grew twice as fast. In 
1996, corporations spent more than $176 mil-
lion—19 times more than unions did. 

Corporate special interests are pushing ini-
tiatives that would skew the balance even 
further. By backing special restrictions on 
unions while imposing no such limits on 
themselves, big corporations are trying to 
remove working families and their unions 
from the political playing field. 

Corporations, right-wing foundations and 
anti-union lobbying groups are raising hun-
dreds of millions of dollars to ‘‘de-fund’’ 
unions. At a recent meeting of the Repub-
lican Governors Association, proponents of 
the initiatives noted that the de-funding 
ploy has two strategic benefits: If it works, 
unions will lose funding. Even if it doesn’t, 
unions will be forced to spend millions of 
dollars in the fight. 

Year Corporations Unions Ratio 

Total contributions: 
1996 .................................... $677,442,423 $60,352,761 11 to 1 
1994 .................................... 492,956,181 48,319,054 10 to 1 
1992 .................................... 447,594,985 48,152,256 9 to 1 

Soft money contributions: 
1996 .................................... 176,108,186 9,505,745 19 to 1 
1994 .................................... 64,753,971 4,293,459 15 to 1 
1992 .................................... 66,342,241 4,251,334 16 to 1 

Hard money contributions: 
1996 .................................... 501,334,237 50,847,016 10 to 1 
1994 .................................... 428,202,210 44,025,595 10 to 1 
1992 .................................... 381,252,744 44,067,720 9 to 1 

Source: Center for Responsive Politics. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, briefly, without 
losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. SESSIONS. On the number that 
the Senator said the unions spent, 
what was that number? 

Mr. KENNEDY. According to the 
Center for Responsive Politics, in 1996, 
$60 million; 1994, $48 million; 1992, $48 
million. On the corporations, $677 mil-
lion in 1996; $492 million in 1994; and 
$447 million in 1992. That is total con-
tributions. It works out to a ratio of 11 
to 1 in 1996, 10 to 1 in 1994, and 9 to 1 in 
1992. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I note 
the Washington Post article I was just 
looking at indicated there was a $46 
million commitment by Mr. Sweeney 
in this election cycle for just 34 House 
of Representatives races, so those num-
bers don’t sound accurate to me. 

Mr. KENNEDY. In 1996, the unions 
spent $50 million; the corporations, $501 
million. So we are talking 1997, 1998, 
1999. That figure may still be con-
sistent with the 10 to 1 or 11 to 1 figure. 
I don’t find that there would be any in-
consistency if that were the figure 
being spent. 

I was interested to hear our good 
friend from Idaho, Senator CRAIG, talk-
ing about people worrying at the din-
ner table about these issues. He men-
tioned people are much more concerned 
about what is happening down the 
street or near the school with regard to 
a shooting incident. I say that is right. 
And it is very interesting that I was 
not able to get a report, as a member of 
the conference committee on the juve-
nile violence act, that deals with the 
availability and the accessibility of 
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guns to children in our society and of 
the criminal element. That has been 
locked up now for some 6 weeks. I don’t 
think anyone on this floor is prepared 
to say the National Rifle Association 
doesn’t have something to do with 
that. 

He talked about taxes—people are 
concerned about taxes. People are con-
cerned about tax loopholes as well. 
How do the tax loopholes get into the 
Internal Revenue budget? We have $4 
trillion of what are called tax expendi-
tures in the IRS at the present time. 
That is the fastest growing expenditure 
we have in the Federal budget, the ex-
pansion of tax expenditures, tax loop-
holes. We don’t have any debate on it. 
Many of us have said, let’s do for tax 
expenditures what we do for direct ex-
penditures—when we are cutting back 
on education and health care; let what 
is good for the goose be good for the 
gander. Do you think you can get those 
issues raised here on the floor of the 
Senate? Of course not. We all under-
stand why. 

It is kind of interesting that those 
who have been the strongest spokes-
persons against this proposal also raise 
incidents in terms of what is on peo-
ple’s minds. It comes back, in many in-
stances, to what the Senator from Ari-
zona and the Senator from Wisconsin 
have talked about. 

This country has waited long enough 
for campaign finance reform. The cur-
rent system is shameful, benefiting 
only the big corporations and lobbyists 
who have seemingly bottomless barrels 
of money to spend, while the voice of 
average citizens goes unheard in the 
special interest din. 

I commend Senator MCCAIN and Sen-
ator FEINGOLD for their consistent 
leadership on this issue. Their commit-
ment to reform gives us an opportunity 
to join the House of Representatives 
and cleanse our campaign financing 
system of special interest abuses. The 
House took effective action earlier this 
year, transcending partisan differences 
to adopt long overdue reforms. The 
large margin by which the Shays-Mee-
han bill passed, 252 to 177, dem-
onstrates that the public feels strongly 
about the need for reform. The Senate 
should act now to support the McCain- 
Feingold proposal and give the country 
clean elections in the years to come. 

Effective reform must include a ban 
on soft money. The McCain-Feingold 
bill does just that. Soft money con-
tributions are increasing at alarming 
rates, while hard money contributions 
are barely rising. In the 1992 Presi-
dential election cycle, both parties 
raised a total of $86 million in soft 
money. Compare this to the $224 mil-
lion total raised in the 1998 election 
cycle—a 150-percent increase of soft 
money contributions in only 6 years. A 
more recent survey shows figures from 
January to June 1999, soft money con-
tributions totaled $46.2 million—and 
$30.1 million of that total was given by 
corporations and business interests. In 
the 1996 elections, the consumer credit 

industry alone gave $5.5 million in soft 
money. True reform means closing this 
flagrant loophole that allows so many 
special interests to bypass legal limits 
on giving money directly to can-
didates. Until we close it the special in-
terests will continue to strengthen 
their hold on the political process. 

The House reforms also ended other 
serious abuses in campaign financing. 
It ends the sham of the so-called issue 
ads loophole, which permits special in-
terests to spend big money on cam-
paign advertising obviously designed to 
support a candidate, as long as the ads 
do not specifically call for the can-
didate’s election. The House bill treats 
these ads as the campaign ads they 
really are, and rightly subjects them to 
regulation under the campaign finance 
laws. 

The Senate should learn from the 
House, and join in ending these abuses 
that make a mockery of our election 
laws. Instead, the Senate Republican 
leadership is bent on preserving the 
status quo. They oppose campaign fi-
nance reform because they do not want 
to lose the support they currently re-
ceive from their special interest 
friends. 

Our Republican friends say they want 
to help working families—but their 
support of the Paycheck Protection 
Act demonstrates their antilabor bias, 
because that measure is designed to si-
lence the voice of the American work-
ers and labor unions in the political 
process. It is revenge, not reform—re-
venge for the extraordinary efforts by 
the labor movement in the 1996 and 
1998 election campaigns. It imposes a 
gag rule on American workers, and it 
should be defeated. 

The act’s supporters claim they are 
concerned about union members’ right 
to choose whether and how to partici-
pate in the political process. But we 
know better. The Paycheck Protection 
Act should really be called the Pay-
check Destruction Act. It is part of a 
coordinated national antilabor cam-
paign to lock American workers and 
their unions out of politics. 

And who is behind this campaign? It 
is not the workers, unhappy with the 
use of their union dues for political 
purposes. It is businesses and their al-
lies, anxious to reduce the role of 
labor. It is organizations like Ameri-
cans for Tax Reform, which supports 
Social Security privatization, vouchers 
for private schools, and huge tax cuts 
for the wealthiest Americans. It is 
think tanks such as the American Leg-
islative Exchange Council and the Na-
tional Center for Policy Analysis, 
which support so-called right-to-work 
laws, the TEAM act, the flat tax, pri-
vate school vouchers, medical savings 
accounts, and other antiworker legisla-
tion. And it is right-wing Republicans 
in Congress and in the states. 

We know that unions and their mem-
bers are among the most effective 
voices in the political process. They 
support raising the minimum wage, 
protecting Social Security, Medicare 

and Medicaid, improving education, 
and ensuring safety and health on the 
job. 

Silencing these voices of working 
families will make it easier for those 
with antiworker agenda to prevail. 
Sponsors of this legislation support 
prevatizing Social Security. They favor 
private school vouchers instead of a 
healthy public school system. They 
would undermine occupational safety 
and health laws, end the 40-hour work 
week and permit sham, company-domi-
nated unions. They oppose the Family 
and Medical Leave Act. They want to 
restrict Medicare eligibility and deny 
millions of workers an increase in the 
minimum wage. They are not trying to 
help working Americans. To the con-
trary—they are trying to silence the 
workers’ participation in the political 
process so they can implement an 
agenda that workers strongly oppose. 

Campaign abuses abandon other 
issues as well. The tobacco industry 
has made extensive PAC and soft 
money contributions, and the Senate 
Republican leadership has rejected 
much needed antitobacco legislation. 
The Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids 
reports that in the last 10 years, Sen-
ators who voted consistently against 
tobacco reform legislation took far 
more money from the industry—four 
times more—than those who supported 
the bill. 

The dabate on the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights is another vivid example of the 
obstructionist influence of industries 
and special interests. Since 1997, the 
health insurance industry has been 
making huge political contributions to 
Republicans. Blue Cross/Blue Shield 
and its state affiliates made $1 million 
in contributions in the 1997–1998 cycle, 
with four out of every five dollars 
going to Republicans. Managed care 
PACs—including the American Asso-
ciation of Health Plans, the Health In-
surance Association of America, and 
Blue Cross/Blue Shield—gave $77,250 to 
leadership political action committees. 
According to the Center on Responsive 
Politics, all but $1,500 went to the Re-
publican majority. 

These contributions bought the in-
dustry at least 2 years worth of stall 
and delay tactics in Congress. And, 
when the Senate finally passed legisla-
tion this year, it was not what patients 
needed, but an industry bill that places 
HMO profits ahead of patients’ health. 

Contributions from the credit card 
and banking industries have had a 
similar effect on the bankruptcy re-
form debate. Master Card, Visa, and 
others doubled, tripled, or even quad-
rupled their spending to encourage pas-
sage of the bill they wanted. Visa in-
creased its 1998 lobbying to $3.6 million 
from $900,000 in 1997. Master Card 
wasn’t far behind—their lobbying ex-
penses rose from $430,000 in 1997 to $1.8 
million in 1998. In the 1997–1998 election 
cycle, commercial banks and financial 
service companies gave $20.8 million in 
large individual contributions, PAC 
money and soft money to candidates— 
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and two-thirds of that total went to 
Republicans. The result? Legislation 
that House Committee Chairman 
HENRY HYDE described as ‘‘pages and 
pages and pages of advantages [for] the 
creditor community * * *’’ 

Honest campaign finance reform does 
not include phony proposals that seek 
to eliminate political expression by av-
erage families. It does include elimi-
nating the flagrant abuses that enable 
big corporations and special interests 
to tilt the election process in their 
favor. 

Real reform means giving elections 
back to the people and creating a level 
playing field on which all voters are 
equal, regardless of their income. 
Broad campaign finance reform is 
within the Senate’s reach. We should 
follow the example set for us by the 
House. The greatest gift the Senate can 
give to the American people is clean 
elections. 

Over the course of debate, we have 
learned what the other side is against. 
We rarely learn what they are for. Sen-
ator MCCAIN and Senator FEINGOLD 
have laid out something I think we 
should be for. In the next few days, 
hopefully, the American people will 
speak through their representatives 
and support those efforts. 

One of the provisions we heard a good 
deal about, again from my friend from 
Idaho, was the whole question about 
workers and whether they have control 
over their dues. Of course, what exists 
in the McCain-Feingold provision is an 
incorporation of the Beck decision, 
which permits workers to check off, at 
the time they pay their dues, that they 
are not interested in the political proc-
ess. 

Today, evidently, they want some-
thing that is going to be harsher on 
working men and women. Those forces 
that are pressing to restrict the voice 
of working men and women are actu-
ally the major interest groups that are 
strongly opposed to the agenda of 
working families, whether it has been 
an increase in the minimum wage, 
whether it has been HMO reforms, 
whether it has been education and in-
creasing the education budget. These 
groups are opposed to workers partici-
pating because, in many instances, the 
workers have been the ones to try to 
advance these interests on our national 
agenda. 

I think it is important. I don’t know 
how many of us are getting the com-
munications from workers on these 
particular issues. Yet we have seen 
what has happened over this past year, 
whether it has been on the HMO re-
form—the change in expenditures by 
the insurance companies at the time 
when this body was debating whether 
doctors are going to be the ones who 
are going to make the decisions on 
health care for the particular patients, 
rather than the accountants and insur-
ance industry. Nobody could deny when 
we were debating those issues that the 
contributions and expenditures by the 
insurance companies skyrocketed dra-

matically, escalated significantly. This 
is the kind of thing that we are talking 
about in terms of the impact that cam-
paign finance reform can have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

have a couple of unanimous consent re-
quests, cleared on both sides. 

As in executive session, I ask that, at 
5:45 today, the Senate proceed to exec-
utive session to consider Calendar No. 
270, the nomination of Florence-Marie 
Cooper to be United States District 
Judge for the Central District of Cali-
fornia. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate then immediately proceed 
to a vote on the confirmation of the 
nomination and, following that vote, 
the President be immediately notified 
of the Senate’s action and the Senate 
then return to legislative session. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Kentucky yield the floor? 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

believe we have a consent agreement 
under which Senator WELLSTONE was 
to be recognized next. Am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
what I understand. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, as I 
said earlier, when Senator LEVIN came 
to the floor I would be pleased to yield 
the floor to him. Senator MCCAIN is 
here. I ask unanimous consent that 
Senator LEVIN be allowed to speak, 
that we then go in order—I understand 
Senator MCCAIN wants to speak, and I 
also know that the Chair, Senator 
VOINOVICH, seeks recognition—and I be 
allowed to speak after Senator VOINO-
VICH. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
speak after Senator LEVIN. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Then Senator 
VOINOVICH, and I would follow Senator 
VOINOVICH. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Reserving the 
right to object, the Senator from Ari-
zona was not here at the time, but Sen-
ator VOINOVICH was waiting patiently a 
little bit earlier. Would he have any ob-
jection to Senator VOINOVICH following 
Senator LEVIN? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator 
LEVIN, then a Republican, and then a 
Democrat. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. On this issue. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Maybe I can sort it out. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator LEVIN, then Senator 
VOINOVICH, then Senator WELLSTONE, 
and then Senator MCCAIN be recog-
nized. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, may I 
add to the request that Senator BEN-
NETT be recognized after Senator 
MCCAIN. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I object to that because 
we are going back and forth from one 
side to the other. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The two sides are 
not parties. The two sides are the 
issue, and by adding Senator BENNETT 
and Senator VOINOVICH we get some 
balance on the issue back and forth, 
which is what we had been trying to do 
earlier. 

Mr. REID. I think that is appro-
priate. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I agree. 
Mr. BENNETT. I renew my unani-

mous consent request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Could I hear the unani-

mous consent, just to be sure. Par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
LEVIN, Senator VOINOVICH, Senator 
WELLSTONE, Senator MCCAIN, followed 
by Senator BENNETT. 

The Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and all 
my colleagues. I particularly thank 
Senator WELLSTONE for allowing me to 
go at this time. 

Mr. President, our Federal election 
laws are broken, and the issue before 
the Senate is whether we want to fix 
them. 

In the 1970s, we passed laws to limit 
the role of money in Federal elections. 
Our intent was to protect our demo-
cratic form of government from the 
corrosive influence of unlimited polit-
ical contributions. 

We wanted to ensure that our Fed-
eral elected officials were, neither in 
reality nor in perception, beholden to 
special interests who were able to con-
tribute large sums of money to can-
didates and their campaigns. 

Our election laws were designed to 
protect the public’s confidence in our 
democratically elected officials. And 
for many years our election laws 
worked fairly well. The limits they set 
were clear, and those laws are on the 
books today. 

Individuals aren’t supposed to give 
more than $1,000 to a candidate per 
election, or $5,000 to a political action 
committee, or more than $20,000 a year 
to a national party committee, or 
$25,000 total in any one year. Corpora-
tions and unions are prohibited from 
contributing to any campaign. That is 
the law on the books today. This is the 
election law: $1,000 per individual to a 
candidate in an election; $5,000 to a 
PAC. It is right in these laws—$5,000 
PAC contribution to a candidate. 

We are supposed to be limiting con-
tributions to candidates. Yet, over the 
last few years, we have heard story 
after story about contributions of hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars from indi-
viduals, corporations, and unions, and 
even about contributions from foreign 
sources. Then the question is, How is it 
possible, when the law says $1,000 to a 
candidate per election, that people can 
give $100,000, which effectively helped 
that candidate in that election? How is 
it possible? 

This pretty good law of ours has 
holes in it, and both parties have taken 
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advantage of them. There are no longer 
any effective limits on contributions. 
That is the bottom line. That is why 
we hear about a $1 million contribution 
to the RNC from a corporation, or a 
half-million-dollar contribution from 
one couple to the DNC. 

The Supreme Court in Buckley sure-
ly did not have this in mind. They un-
derstood the limits to mean that indi-
viduals can’t contribute more than the 
overall $25,000 limit for a calendar 
year. Look at what they said when 
they upheld that provision in the law. 
The Buckley Court described the 
$25,000 limit as a modest restraint 
which ‘‘serves to prevent evasion of the 
$1,000 contribution limitation by a per-
son who might otherwise contribute 
massive amounts of money to a par-
ticular candidate through the use of 
unearmarked contributions to political 
committees likely to contribute to 
that candidate or a huge contribution 
to the candidate’s political party.’’ Yet 
that is exactly what is happening 
today under the soft money loophole. 

So the Supreme Court foresaw that 
people would try to evade the $1,000 
limit unless the Congress put in a 
$25,000 limit. They said that is one of 
the reasons the $25,000 limit per year is 
appropriate. 

Yet, under the soft money loophole, 
precisely what is happening today is 
that the $1,000 limit has been obliter-
ated, for all intents and purposes. Our 
task is to make the law whole again 
and, in making it whole, to make it ef-
fective. If we don’t, we risk losing the 
faith the American people have that we 
represent their interests and that each 
citizen’s voice counts fairly. 

The principal culprit in this erosion 
of our laws is the soft money loophole. 
Soft money has blown the lid off the 
contribution limits of our campaign fi-
nance system. Soft money is the 
800,000-pound gorilla sitting right in 
the middle of this debate. 

Look at the most recent data with 
respect to soft money contributions. In 
the 1996 Presidential election year, Re-
publicans raised $140 million in soft 
money contributions; Democrats raised 
$120 million. In 1998, even without a 
Presidential election, Republicans 
raised $131 million in soft money con-
tributions and Democrats raised $91 
million. The 1997–1998 combined soft 
money total was 115 percent more than 
the 1993–1994 total. We are told that the 
soft money contributions in the first 
half of 1999 have increased 55 percent 
over the same period in 1997, and they 
are 75 percent higher this year than 
they were in the first half of 1995. 

The increases are stunning when we 
look at specific examples. One corpora-
tion contributed $270,000 in soft money 
contributions in the first 6 months of 
1997; it contributed $750,000 in the first 
6 months of 1999. One union contributed 
$195,000 in soft money contributions in 
the first 6 months of 1997; it has con-
tributed $525,000 in the first 6 months 
of 1999. 

Those are the increases we are expe-
riencing. They are out of control. The 

limits are effectively gone. There are 
effectively no more limits on contribu-
tions that get into campaigns and sup-
port candidates. 

That is not what the Supreme Court 
said in Buckley. The Supreme Court 
said in Buckley it is perfectly appro-
priate for Congress to limit contribu-
tions to candidates and to effectuate 
that by limiting the total contribution 
to $25,000 a year that could be made 
overall as a way of implementing, as-
suring, that the $1,000 contribution 
would be upheld and not evaded. Yet 
with the soft money loophole, we have 
wiped out the $25,000 contribution limi-
tation. For all intents and purposes, 
there are no more limits on contribu-
tions that effectively assist candidates 
in campaigns. 

One case was discussed in the 1997 
hearings. Roger Tamraz was a large 
contributor to both parties who be-
came the bipartisan symbol for what is 
wrong with the current system. Roger 
Tamraz served as a Republican Eagle 
during the 1980s during the Republican 
Administrations and as a Democratic 
trustee in the 1990s during Democratic 
Administrations. Tamraz’s political 
contributions were not guided by his 
views on public policy or his desire to 
support people who shared those views. 
He was unabashed in admitting his po-
litical contributions were made for the 
purpose of getting access to people in 
power. Tamraz showed in stark terms 
the all too common product of the cur-
rent campaign finance system—using 
unlimited soft money contributions to 
buy access. Despite the condemnation 
by the press of Tamraz’s activities, 
when asked at the hearing to reflect on 
his $300,000 contribution to obtain ac-
cess, Tamraz said: I think next time 
I’ll give $600,000. 

How do the parties entice wealthy 
contributors to make large soft money 
contributions? What they often do is 
offer access to decision makers in re-
turn for tens or hundreds of thousands 
of dollars in a single contribution. The 
parties advertise access. It is blatant. 
Both parties sell access for large con-
tributions, and they do it openly. The 
larger the contribution, the more per-
sonal the access to the decision maker. 

We all know about large contributors 
to the Democratic National Committee 
being invited to radio addresses given 
by the President, or to sleep in the Lin-
coln Bedroom, or to attend one of doz-
ens of coffees with the President at the 
White House. 

Look at this invitation to be a DNC 
trustee. I believe this is from 1996. For 
$50,000, or if you raise $100,000, the con-
tributor gets two events with the 
President, two events with the Vice 
President, ‘‘invitations to join party 
leadership as they travel abroad to ex-
amine current and developing political 
and economic issues in other coun-
tries,’’ and monthly policy briefings 
with ‘‘key administration officials and 
Members of Congress.’’ 

It is an open sale of access for large 
contributions. Does anyone want to de-

fend that at a town meeting in our 
home States? Does anyone want to 
hold up this invitation from the Demo-
cratic National Committee in a town 
meeting and ask people whether or not 
they like this system? If any Members 
who oppose this bill banning soft 
money think their position is credible 
with the public, I challenge those 
Members to go back to a town meeting 
and hold up this invitation from the 
Democratic National Committee or 
from the Republican National Com-
mittee and ask our constituents if they 
think it is right for $50,000 or for 
$100,000 a year, if they raise it, to get 
two meetings with the President in 
Washington, two meetings with the 
Vice President in Washington, and 
have annual meetings with policy mak-
ers and elected officials in Washington. 

Take a look at the Republican Na-
tional Committee’s 1997 Annual Gala. 
For $250,000, one gets breakfast with 
the Majority Leader and the Speaker of 
the House and a luncheon with the Re-
publican Senate or House Committee 
Chairman of your choice. By the way, 
they get that for $100,000; some of the 
other perks they don’t get. All the way 
down to, I think $45,000, they get lunch 
with the Republican Chairman of their 
choice. 

How many Members of this body 
want to take home these invitations, 
and in a town meeting with a cross sec-
tion of constituents, hold up that invi-
tation and say, ‘‘is this the way we 
want to fund campaigns?’’ I don’t think 
many Members want to do that. 

Mr. BENNETT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator. 

Mr. BENNETT. I ask the Senator if 
he is saying that this is the only source 
of access and that only those who give 
have access? 

Mr. LEVIN. No, I don’t think that is 
true. 

Mr. BENNETT. When I was on the 
committee with the Senator, we were 
debating this issue. I said the best way 
to get access to me is to be registered 
to vote in the State of Utah. Then I 
asked the Senator from Michigan, is 
that the same thing for himself—that 
he pays more attention to constituents 
from Michigan than he does to contrib-
utors who come from outside the State. 

Mr. LEVIN. I hope so, but that 
doesn’t answer my point. 

My point is whether or not we believe 
for 100,000 bucks we ought to sell access 
to the President of the United States. 
That is my question. It is not whether 
one gets access in other ways. It is 
whether or not constituents ought to 
be able to buy, for $100,000, access to 
the President or have a lunch with the 
Committee Chairman of their choice. 

My question is, How many Members 
opposing the ban on soft money want 
to take that invitation to a town meet-
ing and justify it? That is my question. 
There is an answer to it. The answer 
will come in whether or not any of my 
colleagues take these invitations to 
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town meetings and say: Yes, nothing 
wrong with saying for $100,000 you can 
have lunch with the Republican Com-
mittee Chairman of your choice. 

Try to sell that to the public back 
home. I don’t think we can. I cannot in 
Michigan; I won’t speak for any other 
State. 

That is not what we intended when 
we put limits on campaign contribu-
tions and that is not what the Supreme 
Court intended in Buckley when they 
upheld the contributions because they 
specifically said in Buckley that the 
$25,000 annual limit on all contribu-
tions was intended to avoid evasion of 
the $1,000 contribution to an individual 
campaign to make sure they cannot, in 
effect, give it to a candidate or his or 
her campaign through a political 
party. 

The answer to my question will come 
in whether or not any of the opponents 
to the ban on soft money on these large 
contributions take these invitations 
home. And I mean both parties. We 
have a lot of other invitations, too. We 
will give Members an invitation of 
their choice and see whether or not 
they are comfortable going home to 
their constituents in a town meeting 
and saying: I’ll defend this $100,000 to 
buy a meeting with the President, or 
the Vice President, or a Committee 
Chairman of choice. 

I don’t think Members will. We will 
find out. I want to hear from any of the 
opponents of the soft money ban as to 
whether or not they do take that kind 
of an invitation home—selling access 
for large contributions—and defend it 
at a town meeting. I am interested as 
to whether or not your constituents 
say there is nothing wrong with that; 
that is free speech. 

That is not what the Supreme Court 
said in Buckley. They upheld contribu-
tion limits as being consistent with the 
First Amendment. Our institutions in 
this democracy depend upon the public 
having confidence in our institutions. 
When access is sold for a large con-
tribution and someone is told they can 
have lunch with a Committee Chair-
man of their choice for $40,000 or a 
meeting with the President at the 
White House for $100,000, I think the 
public is so totally turned off by that 
kind of flow of money for access that I 
believe very few will take me up on my 
challenge to take this invitation back 
to a town meeting. 

One invitation in 1997 to a National 
Republican Senatorial Campaign Com-
mittee event promised that contribu-
tors would be offered ‘‘plenty of oppor-
tunities to share [their] personal ideas 
and vision with’’ some of the top Re-
publican leaders and senators. Failure 
to attend, the invitation said, means 
that ‘‘you could lose a unique chance 
to be included in current legislative 
policy debates—debates that will affect 
your family and your business for 
many years to come.’’ 

The letter from the Chairman of the 
National Republican Senatorial Com-
mittee invites the recipient to be a life 

member of the Republican Senatorial 
Inner Circle: ‘‘$10,000 will bring you 
face-to-face with dozens of our Repub-
lican Senators, including many of the 
Senate’s most powerful Committee 
Chairmen.’’ It goes on and on. That’s 
access. That’s what we’re opening of-
fering for sale for large contributions 
and that’s what contributors are often 
buying. There are dozens of examples. 

I ask unanimous consent that some 
of these invitations that are similar to 
the ones I have read be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

1997 RNC ANNUAL GALA, MAY 13, 1997, 
WASHINGTON HILTON, WASHINGTON, DC 

GALA LEADERSHIP COMMITTEE 
Co-Chairman—$250,000 Fundraising Goal— 

Sell or purchase Team 100 memberships, 
Republican Eagles memberships or Dinner 
Tables. 
Dais Seating at the Gala. 
Breakfast and Photo Opportunity with 

Senator Majority Leader Trent Lott and 
Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich on May 
13, 1997. 

Luncheon with Republican Senate and 
House Leadership and the Republican Senate 
and House Committee Chairmen of your 
choice. 

Private Reception with Republican Gov-
ernors prior to the Gala. 
Vice-Chairman—$100,000 Fundraising Goal— 

Sell or purchase Team 100 memberships, 
Republican Eagles memberships or Dinner 
Tables. 
Preferential Seating at the Gala Dinner 

with the VIP of your choice. 
Breakfast and Photo Opportunity with 

Senator Majority Leader Trent Lott and 
Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich on May 
13, 1997. 

Luncheon with Republican Senate and 
House Leadership and the Republican Senate 
and House Committee Chairmen of your 
choice. 

Private Reception with Republican Gov-
ernors prior to the Gala. 
Deputy Chairman—$45,000 Fundraising 

Goal—Sell or purchase three (3) Dinner Ta-
bles or three (3) Republican Eagles mem-
berships. 
Preferential Seating at the Gala Dinner 

with the VIP of your choice. 
Luncheon with Republican Senate and 

House Leadership and the Republican Senate 
and House Committee Chairmen of your 
choice. 

Private Reception with Republican Gov-
ernors prior to the Gala. 

Dinner Committee—$15,000 Fundraising 
Goal—Sell or purchase one (1) Dinner Table. 

Preferential Seating at the Gala Dinner 
with the VIP of your choice. 

VIP Reception at the Gala with the Repub-
lican members of the Senate and House 
Leadership. 

(*Benefits pending final confirmation of 
the Members of Congress schedules.) 

DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE 
DNC TRUSTEE EVENTS AND MEMBERSHIP 

REQUIREMENTS 
Events 

Two Annual Trustee Events with the Presi-
dent in Washington, DC. 

Two Annual Trustee Events with the Vice 
President in Washington, DC. 

Annual Economic Trade Missions—Begin-
ning in 1994, DNC Trustees will be invited to 

join Party leadership as they travel abroad 
to examine current and developing political 
and economic in other countries. 

Two Annual Retreats/Issue Conferences— 
One will be held in Washington and another 
at an executive conference center. Both will 
offer Trustees the opportunity to interact 
with leaders from Washington as well as par-
ticipate in exclusive issue briefings. 

Invitations to Home Town Briefings— 
Chairman Wilhelm and other senior Admin-
istration officials have plans to visit all 50 
states. Whenever possible, impromptu brief-
ings with local Trustees will be placed on the 
schedule. You will get the latest word from 
Washington on issues affecting the commu-
nities where you live and work. 

Monthly Policy Briefings—Briefings are 
held monthly in Washington with key ad-
ministration officials and members of Con-
gress. Briefings cover such topics as health 
care reform, welfare reform, and economic 
policy. 

VIP Status—DNC Trustees will get VIP 
status at the 1996 DNC Convention with tick-
ets to restricted events, private parties as 
well as pre- and post-convention celebra-
tions. 

DNC Staff Contact—Trustees will have a 
DNC staff member specifically assigned to 
them, ready to assist and respond to requests 
for information. 

The ‘‘Morning’’ Briefing—DNC Trustees 
will receive daily legislative and executive 
fax alerts, word on upcoming and current po-
litical activities and member survey oppor-
tunities. 

Multi-Program privileges-participation in 
BLF and NFC events. 

Annual Membership Requirements 
A general Trustee membership requires a 

contribution of $50,000 a year or $100,000 
raised. 

Mr. LEVIN. One solicitation offered, 
for a contribution of $10,000, the choice 
of ‘‘attending one of 60 small dinner 
parties, limited in attendance to 20 to 
25 people, at the home of a Senator, 
Cabinet Officer, or senior White House 
Staff member.’’ 

One offer for the Republican Senato-
rial Trust said, ‘‘Trust members can 
expect a close working relationship 
with all Republican Senators, top Ad-
ministration officials and other na-
tional leaders. Personal relationships 
are fostered at informal meetings 
throughout the year in Washington, 
D.C. and abroad.’’ 

Another solicitation went so far as to 
say that, ‘‘Attendance at all events is 
limited.’’ Listen to this one, ‘‘Benefits 
are based on receipts’’; ‘‘Benefits are 
based on receipts.’’ You can’t pledge 
money—cash must be in hand for that 
meeting with the chairman of your 
choice. That’s how blatant these offers 
to purchase access have become. 

It is largely because of soft money. 
The amounts we see on these solicita-
tions, selling access, are not the $1,000 
and $2,000 contributions. They are 
large—$25,000 and $50,000 and $100,000 in 
soft money contributions. The soft 
money loophole has increased and in-
tensified the sale of access. 

Do these large money contributions 
create an appearance of personal access 
and improper influence by big contrib-
utors? This is what the Supreme Court 
said in Buckley v. Valeo. I think they 
answered that question. The Supreme 
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Court said there is an appearance of 
corruption that is created from the size 
of the contribution alone. They didn’t 
even get to the question of the sale of 
access. They just said that unlimited 
contributions inherently create an ap-
pearance of impropriety. It is inherent 
in unlimited contributions. That is the 
Supreme Court answering, I believe, for 
the American people. The Court in 
Buckley upheld contribution limits as 
a reasonable and constitutional ap-
proach to deterring, not actual corrup-
tion, but the appearance of corruption. 
This is what the Court said: 

It is unnecessary to look beyond the Act’s 
primary purpose—to limit the actuality and 
appearance of corruption resulting from 
large individual financial contributions—in 
order to find a constitutionally sufficient 
justification for the $1,000 contribution limi-
tation. Under a system of private financing 
of elections, a candidate lacking immense 
personal or family wealth must depend on fi-
nancial contributions from others to provide 
the resources necessary to conduct a success-
ful campaign. To the extent that large con-
tributions are given to secure political quid 
pro quos from current and potential office 
holders, the integrity of our position of rep-
resentative democracy is undermined. 

And then the Supreme Court said 
this, ‘‘Of almost equal concern’’—the 
Supreme Court is saying: 

Of almost equal concern to actual quid pro 
quos is the impact of the appearance of cor-
ruption stemming from public awareness of 
the opportunities for abuse inherent in a re-
gime of large individual financial contribu-
tions. . . . Congress could legitimately con-
clude that the avoidance of the appearance 
of improper influence is also critical . . . if 
confidence in the system of representative 
government is not to be eroded to a disas-
trous extent. 

I want to repeat a few of those words: 
The impact of the appearance of corruption 

stemming from public awareness of the op-
portunities for abuse inherent in a regime of 
large individual financial contributions. . . . 

And that, I believe, is what the 
American people are most deeply con-
cerned about. We, according to the 
Court, can correct it. 

The Court went on to say: 
. . . And while disclosure requirements 

serve many salutary purposes, Congress was 
surely entitled to conclude that disclosure 
was only a partial measure, and that con-
tribution ceilings were a necessary legisla-
tive concomitant to deal with the reality or 
appearance of corruption inherent in a sys-
tem permitting unlimited financial contribu-
tions, even when the identities of the con-
tributors and the amounts of their contribu-
tions are fully disclosed. 

The Buckley Court repeatedly en-
dorses the concept that the issue of 
contributions without limits, alone, is 
enough to create the appearance of cor-
ruption and to justify the imposition of 
limits. Selling access in exchange for 
contributions would only take the 
Court’s concerns and justifications for 
limits a step further. 

The Buckley Court also said: 
Not only is it difficult to isolate suspect 

contributions but, more importantly, Con-
gress was justified in concluding that the in-
terest in safeguarding against the appear-
ance of impropriety requires that the oppor-

tunity for abuse inherent in the process of 
raising large monetary contributions be 
eliminated. 

Add to the equation the actual sale 
of access for a large contribution and 
you have an even greater ‘‘opportunity 
for abuse’’ and the appearance of cor-
ruption. 

Mr. BENNETT. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. BENNETT. I will confess, this 

whole question of the appearance of 
corruption bothers me a very great 
deal. I do not know that the drafters of 
the first amendment talked about the 
appearance of free speech or the ap-
pearance of a vigorous political debate. 
So I ask the Senator this question. 

Hypothetically, if the Senator from 
Michigan were to meet with the head 
of the United Auto Workers on a Mon-
day, in advance of casting a vote on the 
union’s position on the following Tues-
day, and vote in favor of the union’s 
position within 24 hours of that meet-
ing, and then on the following Wednes-
day, within another 24 hours, the union 
made a very large soft money contribu-
tion to the Democratic National Com-
mittee—in the opinion of the Senator 
from Michigan, A, would that be the 
appearance of corruption; and, B, 
would that be something he would seek 
to ban in the name of appearance of 
corruption? 

Mr. LEVIN. Does the question as-
sume that I solicited the UAW for that 
contribution? That was not clear in the 
question of the Senator. 

Mr. BENNETT. Let us assume the 
Senator from Michigan did not solicit; 
that the solicitation came from the 
Senator from New Jersey in his posi-
tion—changing it, therefore, from the 
Democratic National Committee to the 
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Com-
mittee, the solicitation came from the 
Senator from New Jersey in his posture 
as chairman of the Democratic Senato-
rial Campaign Committee. 

Mr. LEVIN. The fact I had a meeting 
with anybody within a day or a week or 
an hour and voted as that person would 
have urged me to vote is not the ap-
pearance of corruption, in my judg-
ment. 

Mr. BENNETT. Nor in mine. But the 
fact is, there is a chain of events. 

Mr. LEVIN. I believe in the view of 
the American people, and it is a rea-
sonable view which has been sustained 
by the Supreme Court: Inherent in un-
limited campaign contributions, inher-
ent, is an appearance of impropriety 
which undermines public confidence in 
our institutions. I believe the same 
thing. More important, the American 
people believe the same thing. The tim-
ing of it is not the issue. The issue is 
that the solicitation of unlimited 
amounts, huge amounts of contribu-
tions, and frequently or very often in 
exchange for access, is inherently inap-
propriate in a democracy and creates 
public disrespect and a lack of public 
support for our democratic institu-
tions. 

That is, No. 1, my own belief very 
deeply. I believe the American people 
believe that very deeply. Most impor-
tant, though, in addition to what the 
American people believe, the Supreme 
Court has directly said that inherent in 
unlimited contributions is an appear-
ance of impropriety. The Supreme 
Court has specifically said that in 
Buckley. When you put on top of that 
these kind of sales of access for $50,000 
and $100,000 to the President or Com-
mittee Chairmen around here, you 
have, it seems to me, made it triply 
clear what the Supreme Court did not 
even need to see or find. They did not 
even look at the access issue. That was 
not even in Buckley. But it sure adds 
fuel to the fire, and that fire is a fire 
which can burn the institutions of this 
Government. 

That is my judgment. Maybe a ma-
jority of us do not feel that way. But, 
again, I challenge my good friend from 
Utah. I challenge him, take home one 
of these invitations and try a town 
meeting; $100,000 for a meeting with 
the President, $50,000 for a meeting 
with the Committee Chairman of your 
choice. Give it a try at a town meeting. 
See what they think about it. 

I think I know what you will find. 
Maybe not; I don’t represent Utah. I 
think you will find they would tell my 
good friend from Utah that this is 
wrong. This is wrong. Unlimited huge 
contributions, buying access—which is 
frequently the case—is wrong. I happen 
to agree with them. 

(Ms. COLLINS assumed the chair.) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. LEVIN. I will yield for a ques-

tion. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Was he aware on Friday 

Senator KERREY of Nebraska came to 
the floor and said: 

I had the experience of going inside the 
beast in 1996, 1997, and 1998, when I was chair-
man of the Democratic Senatorial Campaign 
Committee. I don’t want to raise a sore sub-
ject for the Senator from Maine. It changed 
my attitude in two big ways. One, the appar-
ent corruption that exists. People believe 
there is corruption. If they believe it, it hap-
pens. We all understand that. If the percep-
tion is it is A, it is A, even though it may 
not be. And the people believe the system is 
corrupt. 

The Senator is aware of the state-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska 
yesterday, which I think is a very pre-
cise and informed opinion? 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my good friend 
from Arizona. 

Madam President, what these soft 
money contributions allow the parties 
to do is many things, but more and 
more, pay for ads, TV ads, which are 
claimed to be about issues but in re-
ality are ads to help candidates. 

I want to look at two ads: A Repub-
lican ad and a Democratic ad. They 
both have the same problem. 

First, Bob Dole’s ad. In this TV com-
mercial, Mr. Dole said: ‘‘We have a 
moral obligation to give our children 
in America the opportunity and values 
of the Nation that we grew up in.’’ 
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Then it talks a lot about Bob Dole and 
his very strong personal qualities. 
Then it ended by Bob Dole saying, ‘‘It 
all comes down to values. What do you 
believe in? What do you sacrifice? And 
what do you stand for?’’ 

That ad was paid for with soft money 
contributed by the Republican Na-
tional Committee. It is viewed as per-
missible under current law because 
that ad does not explicitly ask the 
viewer to vote for or support Bob Dole. 
It spends its whole time talking posi-
tively about his character. 

If it added four words at the end, 
which said, ‘‘Vote for Bob Dole,’’ it 
would be treated as a candidate ad, not 
an issue ad, and would be subject to 
hard money limits. Any reasonable per-
son looking at that ad at that par-
ticular time in the Presidential season 
would say: It’s not an ad about welfare 
or wasteful spending; it is an ad about 
why should we elect that particular 
nominee. 

Democrats avail themselves of the 
same loophole. 

In the 1996 Presidential campaign, 
the Democratic National Committee 
ran ads on welfare and crime and the 
budget which were basically designed 
to support President Clinton’s reelec-
tion. 

At our hearings on campaign finance 
reform, Harold Ickes was asked about 
these DNC ads and to the extent to 
which people looking at the ads would 
walk away with the message to vote 
for President Clinton. And here is what 
Harold Ickes said. And my good friend 
from Utah, I think, is nodding because 
I think he remembers this. 

Harold Ickes was asked: Do you 
think people looking at these ads 
would walk away from these ads with 
the message that they should vote for 
President Clinton? His answer: ‘‘I 
would certainly hope so. If not, we 
ought to fire the ad agencies.’’ 

Those kinds of ads are paid for with 
soft money—so-called—unregulated, 
unlimited money. They are not sup-
posed to be candidate ads. 

So we should not delude ourselves ei-
ther about what the American people 
believe this system is all about, and 
how it is run, and how it sells access 
for huge contributions. They are not 
deluded, and we should not be deluded 
about their feelings about this system. 
And we should not be deluded about 
how this money is spent. We should not 
kid ourselves. 

People are arguing that unless we 
can get the entire original bill which 
was introduced by Senators McCain 
and Feingold, we should simply not ac-
cept half a loaf, which is what the re-
vised version does. And my answer to 
that simply is this: I would prefer the 
original McCain-Feingold bill because I 
think it is important that we not kid 
ourselves about issue ads, how they are 
funded, and what their purpose and in-
tent is. But the sponsors of the bill 
have indicated—and they are very hon-
est, smart people, with tremendous in-
tegrity—that we do not have a chance 

of getting the original McCain-Fein-
gold approach passed, that our best 
chance of passing a bill with campaign 
finance reform in it is to try to ban 
soft money, to close that loophole, to 
stop parties and candidates from either 
soliciting, themselves or through their 
employees, or through their agents, 
money which is not regulated by law. 
And I accept that. 

I think if that is the best we can get, 
if that is going to be the most we can 
accomplish, that would be a significant 
accomplishment. It is not my pref-
erence, but it would be a significant ac-
complishment. 

I would only say this: To a nation 
that is hungry for reform, a half a loaf 
is better than no loaf. I hope that, at a 
minimum, we will be able to achieve 
that success this year. 

The only way we will do it, I believe, 
is that when people —if they do—fili-
buster against this approach, against 
the ban on soft money, that those of us 
who support this reform not withdraw 
from the field. 

The civil rights days proved that the 
only way to get these very difficult re-
forms achieved is by telling the filibus-
terers: You have a right to filibuster. 
That is your right, and we’ll protect it. 
But we don’t have to withdraw because 
you are filibustering. With voting 
rights, it took four cloture votes and 
about 6 weeks before cloture was able 
to be invoked and voting rights passed. 

I would hope we would act with the 
same kind of determination as they did 
in those days and the same kind of pas-
sion as the opponents have against this 
reform. 

Finally, I want to close with a trib-
ute to Senators MCCAIN and FEINGOLD. 
I know of no two people in this body 
who have taken an issue as they have 
and tried as long and as hard as they 
have to bring this to the fore, to bring 
this to national attention. They are en-
titled to the thanks of the Nation for 
what they are doing. 

I want to end my remarks with a per-
sonal thank you to our two good col-
leagues for the fight that they are wag-
ing on this reform. It cannot happen 
without them, without their integrity, 
without their determination. And they 
have shown it in the past. I am person-
ally very much in their debt. Much 
more important, the Nation will al-
ways be in their debt for the fight they 
have waged and are waging and will 
wage for campaign finance reform. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. LEVIN. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator be will-
ing to include me in the statement just 
made regarding Senators FEINGOLD and 
MCCAIN? 

Mr. LEVIN. Include you in which 
way? Someone joining me in congratu-
lating and thanking them, or including 
you as one of the reformers? I am 
happy to do either one. 

Mr. REID. Including me in under-
lining and underscoring your support 

for these two men who have done so 
much to focus attention on this very 
badly needed reform. 

Mr. LEVIN. I do. 
Mr. REID. I just completed a cam-

paign where, in the small State of Ne-
vada, with less than 2 million people, 
we don’t know how much was spent, 
probably about $23 million on the two 
candidates. 

So I certainly, as I had tried to do 
earlier, direct my attention to the good 
work they have done. But you said it in 
a way that I think was graphic. And I 
want to join your support, if you will 
allow me. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my good friend 
from Nevada, and I think everybody 
who is supporting this cause thanks 
him for his support of this effort, as 
well. 

So, Mr. President, this kind of can-
didate advertising, which should clear-
ly be subject to contribution limits, es-
capes those limits through the soft 
money loophole. And it’s that soft 
money loophole that the two amend-
ments before us would close. 

Now some of my colleagues argue 
that if we only close the soft money 
loophole to political parties, the 
money we cut off to the parties will be 
redirected to special interest groups. 
Well if the Daschle amendment could 
pass, I would prefer it and I’ve sup-
ported similar proposals for years, be-
cause it not only stops the soft money 
loophole to parties, it stops the use of 
sham or phony issue ads by third party 
organizations. But I also say if all we 
can do is stop soft money to the parties 
and that money then goes to outside 
groups, so be it. Candidates and public 
officials running for reelection won’t 
be raising it, the parties won’t be rais-
ing it, and the contributors won’t be 
buying access to us with it. This bill 
would preclude a candidate or office 
holder from soliciting soft money for 
private organizations running issue 
ads. Under this legislation, I couldn’t 
go and solicit money for an outside 
group to use for issue ads in some cam-
paign. This bill would bar that. Will 
contributors of these large sums want 
to buy access to the Sierra Club or the 
National Rifle Association? Perhaps. If 
so, let them do it. Will they be able to 
buy access to us through these unlim-
ited contributions to third parties? No. 
If that were to occur, then it would be 
in direct violation of the law. Under 
this soft money ban, public officials 
and candidates will be out of the soft 
money fundraising loop, and that’s the 
important step we’ll be taking with 
this legislation. 

To a nation hungry for reform, a half 
of loaf is better than no loaf. 

Mr. President, we’ve been here be-
fore—trying to pass campaign finance 
reform, trying to stop the explosion of 
soft money. The question is—will it be 
different this time? 70% of the Amer-
ican people want campaign finance re-
form. 70% of the American people want 
us to clean up our act. We’re the only 
ones who can do it. 
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The soft money loophole exists be-

cause we in Congress allow it. 
It is time to stop pointing fingers at 

others and take responsibility for our 
share of the blame. Congress alone 
writes the laws. Congress alone can 
shut down the loopholes and reinvigo-
rate the federal election laws. 

Mr. President, the Reid amendment 
closes the biggest loophole in our cam-
paign financing system and it restores 
that system to what Congress intended 
in the 1970’s—that there should be rea-
sonable limits to what a person can 
contribute to a candidate, a PAC or a 
party and that unions and corporations 
should not be allowed to contribute to 
either parties or candidates. It’s that 
simple. We had that system in the 
1970’s; it operated pretty well for many 
years; soft money has torn apart that 
system, and the Reid amendment puts 
it back together. 

The public is appalled at these huge 
contributions which buy access to can-
didates and office holders and fund tel-
evision ads which are for all intents 
and purposes about candidates. As the 
Supreme Court said in Buckley, the ap-
pearance of corruption is ‘‘inherent in 
a system permitting unlimited finan-
cial contributions.’’ And permitting 
the appearance of corruption under-
mines the very foundation of our de-
mocracy—the trust of the people in the 
system. We have the right to protect 
our democratic institutions from being 
undermined by the open sale of access 
for large contributions which people 
believe reasonably translates into in-
fluence. And the greater the purchase 
price, the greater the perception that 
access yields influence. 

Mr. President, we can’t afford to give 
Mr. Tamaraz a next time. We’ve got to 
stop this practice of selling access now. 
And the amendment before us is the 
way to do it. It is time to enact cam-
paign finance reform. That is our legis-
lative responsibility. Otherwise we will 
be haunted by the words of Roger 
Tamraz that in the next election he 
will give $600,000. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Ohio, Mr. VOINOVICH, is recognized. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President, 
this legislation before us today has pre-
sented me a dilemma, and that di-
lemma is that I have been publicly in 
favor of banning soft money. At the 
same time, I understand, in my State 
particularly, our labor unions would 
not be impacted by this legislation, 
and for all intents and purposes, they 
are the Democratic Party in terms of 
things a party would do traditionally. 

I also recognize the fact that we need 
to raise money for our own campaigns 
and we need to also support our parties 
so they can do the job a party should 
be doing in our respective States and 
nationally. I recall during my cam-
paign for the Senate, I raised my 
money the hard way, hard dollars. But 
I kept worrying, toward the end of the 
campaign, whether or not soft money 

would appear from somewhere and 
whether or not I would be able to coun-
teract that soft money coming into our 
State. In my particular case, it didn’t. 
I suspect maybe it didn’t because they 
thought I was going to win. 

The fact is, I thought about this last 
weekend. I had intended to come here 
today and present an amendment that 
I think would improve the McCain- 
Feingold piece of legislation. Unfortu-
nately, I understand no amendments 
are going to be accepted. I was going to 
ask that the Daschle amendment be 
laid aside, but I understand such re-
quests have been objected to. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment I was going to send to the 
desk be printed in the RECORD and I be 
given a few minutes to explain what 
the amendment would have accom-
plished. 

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. ll. MODIFICATION OF CONTRIBUTION LIM-

ITS. 
(a) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR CANDIDATES 

AND POLITICAL PARTIES.—Section 315(a)(1) of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
‘‘$1,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$3,000’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking 
‘‘$20,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$25,000’’. 

(b) AGGREGATE INDIVIDUAL LIMIT.—Section 
315(a)(3) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(3)), as amended 
by section 3(b), is amended by striking the 
first sentence and inserting the following: 
‘‘An individual shall not make contributions 
described in subparagraphs (A) and (C) of 
paragraph (1) in an aggregate amount in ex-
cess of $25,000 during any calendar year.’’. 

(c) INDEX OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS.—Section 
315(c) of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (b) and subsection (d)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraphs (1) and (3) of subsection (a) and 
subsections (b) and (d)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘means 
the calendar year 1974.’’ and inserting 
‘‘means— 

‘‘(A) in the case of subsections (b) and (d), 
calendar year 1974; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of subsection (a), calendar 
year 1999.’’. 
SEC. ll. WORKERS’ POLITICAL RIGHTS. 

Section 316 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441b) is amended 
by adding the following: 

‘‘(c)(1) Except with the separate, prior, 
written, voluntary authorization of a stock-
holder, employee, member, or nonmember, it 
shall be unlawful— 

‘‘(A) for any national bank or corporation 
described in this section to collect from or 
assess such stockholder or employee any 
dues, initiation fee, or other payment as a 
condition of employment if any part of such 
dues, fee, or payment will be used for polit-
ical activities in which the national bank or 
corporation, as the case may be, is engaged; 
and 

‘‘(B) for any labor organization described 
in this section to collect from or assess such 
member or nonmember any dues, initiation 
fee, or other payment if any part of such 
dues, fee, or payment will be used for polit-
ical activities. 

‘‘(2) An authorization described in para-
graph (1) shall remain in effect until revoked 
and may be revoked at any time. 

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘political activities’ includes commu-
nications or other activities which involve 
carrying on propaganda, attempting to influ-
ence legislation, or participating or inter-
vening in any political campaign or political 
party.’’. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. My amendment 
would have leveled the playing field by 
empowering average Americans over 
special interests in their ability to par-
ticipate in the electoral process. I be-
lieve the bill before us doesn’t do that. 
I think it further tilts the balance to-
ward a handful of powerful individuals, 
individuals who have the ability to de-
termine how to spend the dues of some 
16 million hard-working men and 
women. I am quite surprised we 
haven’t heard more about that. 

The good thing about this bill is that 
it will end the enormous corporate do-
nations to political parties, donations 
that reach into six figures. I was glad 
the Senator from Michigan made a 
point of the fact that soft money from 
corporations does not go only to the 
Republican Party but goes to the Re-
publican Party and the Democratic 
Party. Editorially, I suggest the invita-
tions to join the Democratic National 
Committee or the Republican Com-
mittee, in terms of belonging to the 
club, regardless of what happens to 
McCain-Feingold, ought to be some-
thing to which all of us stand up and 
object. 

I recall, being Governor of Ohio, I 
never had a fundraiser in the Gov-
ernor’s residence. I tried not to use my 
office to take money out of the pockets 
of people who were encouraged to con-
tribute either to my campaign, some-
one else’s campaign, or to the Repub-
lican Party. I hope after this is over, 
all of us will indicate to our parties 
that the days of the clubs and the rest 
of it should be over so that people such 
as Senator LEVIN can’t get up and show 
the ways people are being asked to con-
tribute. I think that is horrible. It 
sends a bad message to the American 
people. It certainly adds to the cyni-
cism and is one of the reasons we have 
fewer people show up on election day. 

Unfortunately, a soft money ban 
without other reforms has the poten-
tial to severely impact the ability of 
our parties to continue their worth-
while activities, including grassroots 
mobilization and party building. Ban-
ning party soft money is an objective I 
support. However, I am concerned 
about the devastating impact it could 
have on the ability of our national par-
ties to cover operating expenses and 
grassroots activities. 

Current contribution limits must be 
updated. Under current law, an indi-
vidual can give up to $25,000 per year 
total in campaign contributions, with a 
sublimit of $20,000 of that amount to 
the parties. If we ban soft money con-
tributions to the parties without ad-
justing total contribution limits, the 
parties will have to compete with their 
own candidates for a limited supply of 
money. 

My amendment would fix the prob-
lem. It would eliminate soft money and 
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would create two separate aggregate 
limits for yearly hard dollar contribu-
tions—I am talking about hard dollar 
individual contributions—a $25,000 
limit to candidates and a $25,000 limit 
to parties. These limits would be in-
dexed to inflation, so once they went 
into effect, they would go up each year. 

In addition to creating new aggregate 
limits, my amendment would adjust in-
dividual campaign contribution limits. 
As my colleagues know, our current 
campaign contribution limits are not 
indexed to inflation; they have re-
mained the same since the law was en-
acted 25 years ago. Under current law, 
an individual cannot give more than 
$1,000 to the general election campaign 
of a particular Federal candidate in a 
given year. If this limit had been in-
dexed to inflation, it would be approxi-
mately $3,000 today. 

Adjusting the individual contribution 
limits is important for three reasons. 
That is what my amendment would 
have done. It would have increased it 
from $1,000 to $3,000, and then it would 
have indexed it up each year. 

First of all, it would reduce the 
amount of time candidates spend rais-
ing money. The people in this country 
should know about the hours and hours 
candidates running for national office 
and local office spend dialing for dol-
lars. I have already started to raise 
money for my next campaign for the 
Senate because I know if I don’t spread 
it out over a long period of time, I will 
be unable, during my last 2 years in 
this body, to do the job the people of 
the State of Ohio have asked me to do. 
We need to increase that campaign 
contribution limit. 

Second, it would level the playing 
field for candidates competing against 
wealthy opponents who are bankrolling 
their own campaigns. With all due re-
spect to many Members of this body, if 
we keep going the way we are, people 
such as GEORGE VOINOVICH will not be 
able to be in the Senate because we are 
seeing more and more campaigns 
bankrolled by individuals who can win 
primaries and, once the primary is 
over, they can put their own money 
into the campaign. Money does have an 
impact on the results of an election. 

Third, it also would relieve the pres-
sure for groups to seek out loopholes to 
circumvent the campaign finance laws. 
In fact, many experts believe the rea-
son we have the increase in sham issue 
ads in the past few years is the tight-
ening of the amount individuals can 
give in hard dollars. My amendment 
would address these concerns by in-
creasing the individual campaign con-
tribution limit from $1,000 to $3,000 per 
election and then adjust it, as I say, 
each year. 

Lastly, one of the greatest areas of 
abuse in the current campaign finance 
system is the involuntary use of mem-
bership dues by union leaders for polit-
ical purposes. In addition to making 
soft money contributions to parties 
and engaging in issue advocacy, labor 
leaders also spend millions of unau-

thorized dollars each election cycle in 
order to explicitly advocate for labor’s 
preferred candidates among its rank 
and file, a rank and file which is over 
16 million. That doesn’t include the 
millions more that are in their fami-
lies. 

These express advocacy activities in-
clude phone banks, get-out-the-vote 
drives, newsletters, and scorecards. In 
my State, the Democratic Party does 
not do it; it is the labor unions that do 
it. No one, not even union members, is 
exactly sure how much union leaders 
spend for these campaign activities be-
cause this money is unregulated and 
thus soft. It is all soft money. 

Under McCain-Feingold, party soft 
money would be prohibited, just as it 
should be. However, MCCAIN-FEINGOLD 
would allow this key form of union 
money to remain entirely unchecked. I 
just can’t understand why those who 
are promoting McCain-Feingold 
haven’t been willing to take on this 
particular issue that seems to be put 
over on the side as not being something 
that is very important. It is really im-
portant to many of us around this 
country, particularly individuals such 
as myself who have been the victim of 
that soft money effort. 

Union leaders would be allowed to 
continue spending millions of dollars of 
membership dues to support the can-
didates of their choice and to influence 
elections, thereby tilting the playing 
field in favor of union-backed can-
didates. 

We have heard this over and over 
again today. According to AFL–CIO 
president John Sweeney, some $46 mil-
lion in union funds is going to be used 
to influence this coming election. In 
the 1996 cycle alone, $30 million was 
spent. This $46 million is a 53-percent 
increase in spending from just a few 
years ago. Think of it, a 53-percent in-
crease in the use of union dues for po-
litical purposes. 

McCain-Feingold would not regulate 
any of that incredible amount of 
money—$46 million. That is just for the 
Federal candidates. It doesn’t talk 
about the money that is going to be 
used at the State and local level. 

I believe an effective and constitu-
tional way to address this issue is by 
requiring union leaders to get written 
authorization from each of their mem-
bers before they use any portion of 
their dues for political activities. 

I heard earlier about the codification 
of the Beck decision. While the Beck 
codification contained in McCain-Fein-
gold bill is a step in the right direction, 
it would only protect a very small 
group of people: dues-paying, nonmem-
bers in non-right-to-work States. How-
ever, no one should be compelled to 
give campaign contributions without 
explicit approval. 

I do not come from a right-to-work 
State. I have people in my State who, 
in order to get a job, must join the 
union. Many of those individuals com-
plain to me that they have no control 
over how their union dollars are being 

spent. I think those individuals, those 
hard-working men and women, ought 
to have the opportunity to say whether 
or not they want their union dues to be 
used for political purposes. I can’t help 
but believe that, if they did that, it 
would not be the great problem some 
think it would be. But it would cause 
the unions to go out and really get 
their people involved and let them 
make their own decision as to whether 
or not they want their dues to be used 
for political purposes. 

My amendment would give them the 
right to know where their hard-earned 
dollars are being spent. Unfortunately, 
I have been denied the opportunity to 
offer that amendment. 

The proponents of this bill have uti-
lized parliamentary tactics designed to 
tie up the Senate without any mean-
ingful discussion of some of these al-
ternatives. That is their right. How-
ever, if we don’t have a full discussion 
of this bill—with the ability to amend 
and make the bill stronger—the pro-
ponents of this legislation should not 
expect Senators to support its passage. 

We can debate this bill, amend this 
bill, and pass this bill in the hope we 
can get some real change in our cur-
rent campaign finance system. Unfor-
tunately, it appears that some of my 
colleagues—and we see this a lot in 
this body—are interested in scoring po-
litical points. This is a problem, and I 
respect those who have tried to do 
something about it. But, from my per-
spective, if we don’t allow working men 
and women who belong to labor unions, 
the opportunity to decide how their 
union dollars should be spent, this bill 
is flawed to the extent that I would 
vote against it. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. MACK. Madam President, as 

Congress considers various plans to 
overhaul the current campaign finance 
system, I think everyone can agree on 
one fact: the status quo is indefensible. 
The system needs to change in order to 
restore the American people’s faith in 
their government. 

The imbalances which exist in our 
election laws today were created by the 
Federal Election Campaign Act in the 
name of equality. They resulted in un-
fair advantages which are institu-
tionalized in the name of fairness, pro-
tecting some forms of political speech 
while criminalizing others. Enacting 
more laws along the same lines will 
only lead us further down the path of 
destruction. Freedom matters. Free-
dom works. Free speech works. Free 
participation works. The current sys-
tem does not. If we want real reform, 
we will scrap this bill, repeal current 
law, and start over. 

Campaign finance reformers think 
the solution is new regulations and 
methods that I believe work only to 
preclude participation in politics. They 
believe that new laws, more restric-
tions, and additional bureaucracy are 
the answer. This position is based upon 
the assumption that current laws are 
working and they just need a few modi-
fications to make them better. I 
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strongly disagree. Freedom of expres-
sion is an end in itself and can not be 
subordinated to any other goals of soci-
ety. Information is the backbone to 
freedom, ignorance is the backbone to 
oppression. 

Reformers tolerate these inequalities 
because they believe they will result in 
lower-cost elections, less influence in 
the process by special interests, and 
will make the electoral system more 
accessible to challengers. Even if these 
goals could be achieved in this way, the 
trampling of the First Amendment in 
the process is unacceptable. 

The fact is, current laws do not work. 
Let’s admit that. We wouldn’t be de-
bating this issue if they did. They were 
passed in haste, as a knee-jerk reaction 
to the Watergate era, and while they 
were enacted with good intentions, 
their result has been a disaster. We 
should recognize that a mistake was 
made when the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act was enacted, and no modi-
fications to this law will improve the 
system. 

Campaign finance laws restricting 
free speech should be repealed, and the 
absolute freedom to engage in the po-
litical process should be promoted and 
defended. The American people should 
know that their participation is en-
couraged, respected, and welcome. If 
that participation includes fully dis-
closed contributions to candidates and 
parties, so be it. Disclosure is the key 
factor here. Let’s give the American 
people some credit. They are smart 
enough to judge for themselves where 
conflicts of interest lie. They do not 
need the bureaucracy of the Federal 
Elections Commission to police their 
speech and thwart their involvement. 
The only job of the FEC should be the 
posting and reporting of all contribu-
tions in a timely manner so that the 
American people can judge for them-
selves. Current law is an insult to the 
intelligence of the American people. 

Soft money is perceived as a loophole 
in current law. Banning soft money is 
only one more step toward the elimi-
nation of free speech in elections. The 
First Amendment right to freedom of 
speech is not a loophole. It is a funda-
mental freedom that protects, among 
other things, political speech. Again, 
let Americans decide whether and to 
what extent they want to participate. 

We should be protecting freedom of 
speech over everything else. We should 
not enact legislation to preclude the 
public from voicing their opinions on 
the work we do here. We may not like 
what is said about us, but we can all 
agree that people have a right to speak 
their mind, especially their political 
mind. 

This bill also recognizes that current 
law does not protect working Ameri-
cans’ ability to decide which causes 
they will support. While this bill codi-
fies the Beck decision which enables 
non-union workers to request a refund 
for the portion of their union fees used 
for political causes. If it does not ad-
dress the concerns of union members 

who are forced to participate in polit-
ical causes without their consent. 

No American should be faced with 
the direct or indirect threat of losing 
their job because of their political be-
liefs. No one should be forced to par-
ticipate in advocating for a cause or 
causes they find repugnant. The rights 
of individuals to be free certainly ex-
tends to their political beliefs and the 
way in which they choose to partici-
pate or not to participate. No forced 
participation under any guise should be 
tolerated or encouraged. Let individ-
uals make choices for themselves. That 
is the most fundamental freedom in a 
democracy. 

A vibrant democracy depends on the 
ability of all voices to be heard, and 
how loudly one may wish to speak 
should be limited only by that indi-
vidual, not by government. If an indi-
vidual can and is willing to expend over 
$1,000 in support of a candidate, they 
should be able to do so. If they wish to 
express their support with their time 
or in any other fashion, then this, too, 
should be applauded and encouraged. 
And if individuals wish to ignore the 
political process altogether, then this, 
too, is a right to be defended. To tinker 
with this fundamental right gives 
power to some at the expense of others. 

Finally, I would submit, that we need 
to re-examine our attitude toward 
money in the electoral process, and I 
would propose that spending money to 
communicate one’s message is not the 
root of all evil in politics. Candidates 
for public office have the important 
task of getting their message out to 
the voters. In statewide races across 
the country, candidates must spend 
substantial amounts of money for print 
and electronic media, since it is the 
best current method of reaching the 
maximum audience. 

Take a moment and think about the 
power of the media today—television, 
newspapers and radio frame the de-
bates of important issues. A candidate 
must be able to raise enough money to 
get his or her message out to the pub-
lic. 

When I was campaigning for my Sen-
ate seat back in 1988, I faced enormous 
opposition from the newspapers. News-
papers have vast resources to openly 
campaign for a candidate. Had I not 
had the freedom and ability to counter 
their message, I would not be a Senator 
today. 

True reform will not strip can-
didates, parties, or individuals of their 
ability to counter the messages in the 
media. True reform should recognize 
the imbalance current law has created, 
and would seek to level the playing 
field between candidates and the 
media. Remember, the First Amend-
ment protects freedom of the press, but 
it also protects the freedom of individ-
uals to speak loud and clear. 

Madam President, I believe in the 
First Amendment. Protecting that 
right must be our primary goal. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, it 
is unfortunate that the procedural 

structure that has been erected stands 
in the way of moving forward on sig-
nificant and thoughtful reform to our 
campaign finance laws. I would like to 
have the opportunity to debate and 
vote on some of those reforms, particu-
larly the measure offered by Senator 
HAGEL, but we are precluded from 
doing so. Today, I want to speak about 
campaign finance reform legislation I 
introduced earlier this year and about 
an amendment I am prepared to offer. 

This past May I introduced the Con-
stitution and Effective Reform of Cam-
paigns Act of CERCA, which I first in-
troduced during the 105th Congress. 
This legislation is the product of 2 
years of hearings during my chairman-
ship of the Rules Committee, discus-
sions with numerous experts, party of-
ficials, and candidates, and nearly two 
decades of participating in campaigns 
and campaign finances debates in the 
Senate. 

I view my legislation as an oppor-
tunity for bipartisan support. It is a 
good faith effort to strike middle 
ground between those who believe pub-
lic financing of campaigns is the solu-
tion, and those who believe the solu-
tion is to remove current regulations. 
If offers a package of proposals which 
realistically can be achieved with bi-
partisan support and meet the desire of 
the majority of Americans who believe 
that our present system can be re-
formed. In my judgment, we will not 
succeed with any measure of campaign 
reform in this complicated field with-
out a bipartisan consensus. 

In drafting this legislation, I began 
with four premises. First, all provi-
sions had to be consistent with the 
first amendment: Congress would be 
acting in bad faith to adopt provisions 
which have a likelihood of being struck 
down by the Federal courts. 

Second, I oppose public financing and 
mandating ‘‘free’’ or reduced-cost 
media time which in my mind is nei-
ther free nor a good policy idea. Why 
should seekers of Federal office get 
free time, while candidates for State 
office or local office—from governors 
to local sheriffs—do not receive com-
parable free benefits? Such an inquity 
and imbalance will breed friction be-
tween Federal and State office seekers. 

Third, I believe we should try to in-
crease the role of citizens and the po-
litical parties. 

Fourth, any framwork of campaign 
reform legislation must respect and 
protect the constitutional right of indi-
viduals, groups, and organization to 
participate in advocacy concerning po-
litical issues. 

The McCain-Feingold bill has been 
debated thoroughly in the Senate, and 
any objective observer of the Senate 
would agree that we are genuinely 
deadlocked. This body needs to move 
beyond the debate of McCain-Fiengold. 
I hope that all Members will review my 
bill as an objective and pragmatic ap-
proach to current problems with our 
campaign system. I commend other 
Members for coming forward, as I have, 
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with proposals which objectively rep-
resent pragmatic approaches to what 
can be achieved. 

Several of the issues addressed in my 
legislation have been raised by other 
Members in the context of this debate. 
Amendments have been proposed on 
foreign soft money, increasing the hard 
dollar contribution limits, and disclo-
sure of last-minute expenditures, 
among others. 

My focus today is how can we expand 
participation in the political process— 
both by voters and by potential can-
didates. I hope that any reform carries 
with it the opportunity for more small 
contributors to participate in the polit-
ical process. And, I hope that reform 
will bring more candidates into the 
arena. 

To this end, I want to focus on two 
reforms contained in my original legis-
lation. First, we need to ensure that 
the average voter can, and will, con-
tribute to the candidate of their 
choice. The influence of voters on cam-
paigns has been diminished by the ac-
tivities of political action committees 
and interest groups. Therefore, I pro-
pose a $100 tax credit for contributions 
made by citizens, with incomes under 
specified levels, to Senate and House 
candidates in their states. This credit 
should spark an influx of small dollar 
contributions to balance the greater 
ability of citizens with higher incomes 
to participate. In addition, the in-
creased individual contribution limit, 
as proposed by others, should balance 
the activities of political action com-
mittees. 

Second, we need to remove barriers 
to challengers. Compared to incum-
bents, challengers face greater difficul-
ties raising funds and communicating 
with voters, particularly at the outset 
of a campaign. My solution is to allow 
candidates to receive ‘‘seed money’’ 
contributions of up to $10,000 from indi-
viduals and political action commit-
tees. 

This provision should help get can-
didacies off the ground. The total 
amount of these ‘‘seed money’’ con-
tributions could not exceed $100,000 for 
House candidates or $300,000 for Senate 
candidates. To meet the constitutional 
test, this provision would apply to both 
challengers and incumbents alike, but 
in the case of an incumbent with 
money carried over from a prior cycle, 
those funds would count against the 
seed money limit. In addition, Senate 
incumbents would be barred from using 
the franking privilege to send out mass 
mailings during the election year, 
rather than the 60-day ban in current 
law. 

But elective office should not be for 
sale. Campaigns should be competitive. 
Candidates with personal wealth have a 
distinct advantage through their con-
stitutional right to spend their own 
funds. Therefore, if a candidate spends 
more than $25,000 of his or her own 
money, the individual contribution 
limits would be raised to $10,000 so that 
candidates could raise money to 

counter that personal spending. Again, 
to meet constitutional review, this pro-
vision would apply to all candidates. 

Mr. President, if we can do these two 
things—enhance citizen involvement, 
and level the playing field for 
condidates—we will have made signifi-
cant progress. Again, I hope the Senate 
will have the opportunity to address 
these issues. I was prepared to offer my 
amendment and I hope I will have the 
opportunity to do so. 

These are the problems which I be-
lieve can be solved in a bipartisan fash-
ion. I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to enact meaningful cam-
paign reform, by looking at creative 
solutions to address the real problems 
with our present campaign system. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill summary and the text 
of my amendment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. — 
At the end of the bill, add the following: 

SEC. ll. ENCOURAGING SMALL CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO LOCAL CONGRESSIONAL 
CANDIDATES. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subpart A of part IV 
of subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to nonrefund-
able personal credits) is amended by insert-
ing after section 25A the following: 
‘‘SEC. 25B. IN-STATE CONTRIBUTIONS TO CON-

GRESSIONAL CANDIDATES. 
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of an indi-

vidual, there shall be allowed as a credit 
against the tax imposed by this chapter for 
the taxable year an amount equal to the ag-
gregate amount of contributions made dur-
ing the taxable year by the individual to any 
local congressional candidate. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) MAXIMUM CREDIT.—The credit allowed 

by subsection (a) for any taxable year shall 
not exceed $100 ($200 in the case of a joint re-
turn). 

‘‘(2) ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—No credit 
shall be allowed under subsection (a) for a 
taxable year if the taxpayer’s modified ad-
justed gross income (as defined in section 
25A(d)(3)) exceeds $60,000 ($120,000 in the case 
of a joint return). 

‘‘(3) VERIFICATION.—The credit allowed by 
subsection (a) shall be allowed with respect 
to any contribution only if the contribution 
is verified in such manner as the Secretary 
shall prescribe by regulation. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) CANDIDATE.—The term ‘candidate’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 301 of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 431). 

‘‘(2) CONTRIBUTION.—The term ‘contribu-
tion’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 301 of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431). 

‘‘(3) LOCAL CONGRESSIONAL CANDIDATE.— 
The term ‘local congressional candidate’ 
means a candidate in a primary, general, 
runoff, or special election seeking nomina-
tion for election to, or election to, the Sen-
ate or the House of Representatives for the 
State in which the principal residence of the 
taxpayer is located. 

‘‘(4) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—The term ‘prin-
cipal residence’ has the same meaning as 
when used in section 121.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 642 of the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 (relating to special rules for 

credits and deductions of estates or trusts) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) CREDIT FOR CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS 
NOT ALLOWED.—An estate or trust shall not 
be allowed the credit against tax provided by 
section 25B.’’. 

(2) The table of sections for subpart A of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of such 
Code is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 25A the following new 
item: 

‘‘Sec. 25B. In-State contributions to congres-
sional candidates.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1999. 
SEC. ll. SEED MONEY TO ENCOURAGE NEW 

CANDIDATES AND COMPETITIVE 
CAMPAIGNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315 of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘No 
person’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in 
subsection (i), no person’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘No 
multicandidate’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as 
provided in subsection (i), no multi-
candidate’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(i) MODIFICATION OF LIMITS.— 
‘‘(1) SEED MONEY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a can-

didate for nomination for election to, or 
election to, the Senate or House of Rep-
resentatives, the limits under paragraphs 
(1)(A) and (2)(A) of subsection (a) for any cal-
endar year shall be an amount equal to 4 
times such limit, determined without regard 
to this section, until such time as the aggre-
gate amount of contributions accepted by a 
candidate during an election cycle exceeds 
the applicable limit for a candidate. 

‘‘(B) CANDIDATE’S APPLICABLE LIMIT.—The 
applicable limit under subparagraph (A) with 
respect to a candidate shall be— 

‘‘(i) an amount equal to— 
‘‘(I) in the case of a candidate for the Sen-

ate, $300,000; and 
‘‘(II) in the case of a candidate for the 

House of Representatives, $100,000, 
reduced (but not below zero) by 

‘‘(ii) the aggregate amount determined 
under subsection (j)(1) that the candidate 
and the candidate’s authorized committees 
have available to transfer from a previous 
election cycle to the current election cycle. 

‘‘(C) TIME TO ACCEPT CONTRIBUTIONS UNDER 
MODIFIED LIMIT.—A candidate and the can-
didate’s authorized committees shall not ac-
cept a contribution under the modified lim-
its of this subsection until the candidate has 
received notification of the aggregate 
amount under subsection (j)(2).’’. 

(b) DETERMINATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS 
TRANSFERRED FROM PREVIOUS ELECTION 
CYCLE.—Section 315 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a) (as 
amended by subsection (a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) DETERMINATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS 
TRANSFERRED FROM PREVIOUS ELECTION CY-
CLES.— 

‘‘(1) DETERMINATION.—For purposes of sub-
section (i)— 

‘‘(A) in the case of an individual elected to 
the Senate or the House of Representatives, 
after the receipt of the individual’s post-gen-
eral election report under section 
304(a)(2)(A)(ii) for the election cycle in which 
the individual was elected, the Commission 
shall determine the aggregate amount of 
contributions that is available to be trans-
ferred from 1 or more previous election cy-
cles to the current election cycle of the can-
didate (regardless of whether the amount has 
been so transferred); and 
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‘‘(B) in the case of any other individual, 

the aggregate amount of contributions avail-
able shall be zero. 

‘‘(2) NOTIFICATION.—The Commission shall 
notify each candidate of the amount deter-
mined under paragraph (1) with respect to 
the candidate. 

‘‘(3) ADJUSTMENT.—On receipt of notifica-
tion under paragraph (2), the limits under 
paragraphs (1)(B) and (2)(B) of subsection (i) 
shall be adjusted accordingly with respect to 
the candidate.’’. 
SEC. ll. MODIFICATION OF CONTRIBUTION LIM-

ITS IN RESPONSE TO EXPENDITURES 
FROM PERSONAL FUNDS. 

(a) MODIFICATION OF CONTRIBUTION LIMITS 
IN RESPONSE TO EXPENDITURES FROM PER-
SONAL FUNDS.—Section 315(i) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a) 
(as added by section ll) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(2) INCREASE IN LIMIT TO ALLOW RESPONSE 
TO EXPENDITURES FROM PERSONAL FUNDS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The applicable limit 
under paragraph (1) for a particular election 
shall be increased by the personal funds 
amount. 

‘‘(B) PERSONAL FUNDS AMOUNT.—The per-
sonal funds amount is an amount equal to 
the excess (if any) of— 

‘‘(i) the greatest aggregate amount of ex-
penditures from personal funds (as defined in 
section 304(a)(6)(B)) in excess of $25,000 that 
an opposing candidate in the same election 
makes; over 

‘‘(ii) the aggregate amount of expenditures 
from personal funds made by the candidate 
in the election.’’. 

(b) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES FROM 
PERSONAL FUNDS.—Section 304(a)(6) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (D); and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘‘(B) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURE FROM 
PERSONAL FUNDS.— 

‘‘(i) DEFINITION OF EXPENDITURE FROM PER-
SONAL FUNDS.—In this subparagraph, the 
term ‘expenditure from personal funds’ 
means— 

‘‘(I) an expenditure made by a candidate 
using personal funds; and 

‘‘(II) a contribution made by a candidate 
using personal funds to the candidate’s au-
thorized committee. 

‘‘(ii) INITIAL NOTIFICATION.—Not later than 
24 hours after a candidate seeking nomina-
tion for election to, or election to, the Sen-
ate or the House of Representatives makes 
or obligates to make an aggregate amount of 
expenditures from personal funds in excess of 
$25,000 in connection with any election, the 
candidate shall file a notification stating the 
amount of the expenditure with— 

‘‘(I) the Commission; and 
‘‘(II) each candidate in the same election. 
‘‘(iii) ADDITIONAL NOTIFICATION.—After a 

candidate files an initial notification under 
clause (ii), the candidate shall file an addi-
tional notification each time expenditures 
from personal funds are made or obligated to 
be made in an aggregate amount of $5,000 
with— 

‘‘(I) the Commission; and 
‘‘(II) each candidate in the same election. 
‘‘(iv) CONTENTS.—A notification under 

clause (ii) or (iii) shall include— 
‘‘(I) the name of the candidate and the of-

fice sought by the candidate; 
‘‘(II) the date and amount of each expendi-

ture; and 
‘‘(III) the total amount of expenditures 

from personal funds that the candidate has 
made, or obligated to make, with respect to 
an election as of the date of the expenditure 
that is the subject of the notification.’’. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—Section 301 of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(20) ELECTION CYCLE.—The term ‘election 
cycle’ means the period beginning on the day 
after the date of the most recent general 
election for the specific office or seat that a 
candidate is seeking and ending on the date 
of the next general election for that office or 
seat. 

‘‘(21) PERSONAL FUNDS.—The term ‘per-
sonal funds’ means an amount that is de-
rived from— 

‘‘(A) any asset that, under applicable State 
law, at the time the individual became a 
candidate, the candidate had legal right of 
access to or control over, and with respect to 
which the candidate had— 

‘‘(i) legal and rightful title; or 
‘‘(ii) an equitable interest; 
‘‘(B) income received during the current 

election cycle of the candidate, including— 
‘‘(i) a salary and other earned income from 

bona fide employment; 
‘‘(ii) dividends and proceeds from the sale 

of the candidate’s stocks or other invest-
ments; 

‘‘(iii) bequests to the candidate; 
‘‘(iv) income from trusts established before 

the beginning of the election cycle; 
‘‘(v) income from trusts established by be-

quest after the beginning of the election 
cycle of which the candidate is the bene-
ficiary; 

‘‘(vi) gifts of a personal nature that had 
been customarily received by the candidate 
prior to beginning of the election cycle; and 

‘‘(vii) proceeds from lotteries and similar 
legal games of chance; and 

‘‘(C) a portion of assets that are jointly 
owned by the candidate and the candidate’s 
spouse equal to the candidate’s share of the 
asset under the instrument of conveyance or 
ownership but if no specific share is indi-
cated by an instrument of conveyance or 
ownership, the value of 1⁄2 of the property.’’. 
SEC. ll. LIMIT ON SENATE USE OF THE FRANK-

ING PRIVILEGE. 
Section 3210(a)(6) of title 39, United States 

Code, is amended— 
(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 

striking ‘‘Congress may not’’ and inserting 
‘‘the House of Representatives may not’’; 
and 

(B) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘60 days (or, in 
the case of a Member of the House, fewer 
than 90 days)’’ and inserting ‘‘90 days’’; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(C)(i) A Member of the Senate shall not 
mail any mass mailing as franked mail dur-
ing a year in which there will be an election 
for the seat held by the Member during the 
period between January 1 of that year and 
the date of the general election for that of-
fice, unless the Member has made a public 
announcement that the Member will not be a 
candidate for reelection to that office in that 
year. 

‘‘(ii) A Member of the Senate shall not 
mail any mass mailing as franked mail if the 
mass mailing is postmarked fewer than 60 
days before the date of any primary election 
or general election (whether regular, special, 
or runoff) for any national, State, or local of-
fice in which the Member is a candidate for 
election.’’. 

S. 1107—CONSTITUTIONAL AND EFFECTIVE 
REFORM OF CAMPAIGNS ACT OF 1999 
TITLE I—ENHANCEMENT OF CITIZEN 

INVOLVEMENT 
Section 101: Prohibits those ineligible to 

vote (non-citizens, minors, felons) from mak-
ing contributions (‘‘hard money’’) or dona-

tions (‘‘soft money’’). Also bans foreign 
aliens making independent expenditures and 
codifies FEC regulations on foreign control 
of domestic donations. 

Section 102: Updates maximum individual 
contribution limit to $2000 per election (pri-
mary and general) and indexes both indi-
vidual and PAC limits in the future. 

Section 103: Provides a tax credit up to $100 
for contributions to in-state candidates for 
Senate and House for incomes up to $60,000 
($200 for joint filers up to $120,000). 

TITLE II—LEVELING THE PLAYING FIELD FOR 
CANDIDATES 

Section 201: Seed money provision: Senate 
candidates may collect $300,000 and House 
candidates $100,000 (minus any funds carried 
over from a prior cycle) in contributions up 
to $10,000 from individuals and PAC’s. 

Section 202: ‘‘Anti-millionaires’’ provision: 
when one candidate spends over $25,000 of 
personal funds, a candidate may accept con-
tributions up to $10,000 from individuals and 
PAC’s up to the amount of personal spending 
minus a candidate’s funds carried over from 
a prior cycle and own use of personal funds. 

Section 203: Bans use of Senate frank for 
mass mailings from January 1 to election 
day for incumbents seeking reelection. 

TITLE III—VOLUNTARINESS OF POLITICAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

Section 301: Union dues provision: Labor 
organizations must obtain prior, written au-
thorization for portion of dues or fees not to 
be used for representation: Establishes civil 
action for aggrieved employee. Requires em-
ployers to post notice of rights. Amends re-
porting statute to require better disclosure 
of expenses unrelated to representation. 

Section 302: Corporations must disclose 
soft money donations in annual reports. 
TITLE IV—ELIMINATION OF CAMPAIGN EXCESSES 

Section 410: Adds soft money donations to 
present ban on fundraising on federal prop-
erty and to other criminal statutes. 

Section 402: Hard money contributions or 
soft money donations over $500 which a polit-
ical committee intends to return because of 
illegality must be transferred to the FEC 
and may be given to the Treasury as part of 
a civil or criminal action. 

Section 403: ‘‘Soft’’ and ‘‘hard’’ money pro-
visions. Soft money cap: no national party, 
congressional committee or senatorial com-
mittee shall accept donations from any 
source exceeding $100,000 per year. Hard 
money increases: limit raised from $25,000 to 
$50,000 per individual per year with no sub- 
limit to party committees. 

Section 404: FEC regulations banning con-
version of campaign funds to personal use. 

TITLE V—ENHANCED DISCLOSURE 
Section 501: Additional reporting require-

ments for candidates: weekly reports for last 
month of general election, 24-hour disclosure 
of large contributions extended to 90 days be-
fore election, and end of ‘‘best efforts’’ waiv-
er for failure to obtain occupation of contrib-
utors over $200. 

Section 502: FEC shall make reports filed 
available on the Internet. 

Section 503: 24-hour disclosure of inde-
pendent expenditures over $1,000 in last 20 
days before election, and of those over $10,000 
made anytime. 

Section 504: Registered lobbyists shall in-
clude their own contributions and soft 
money donations and those of their employ-
ers and the employers’ coordinated PAC’s on 
lobbyist disclosure forms. 

TITLE VI—FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
REFORM 

Section 601: FEC shall develop and provide, 
at no cost, software to file reports, and shall 
issue regulations mandating electronic filing 
and allowing for filing by fax. 
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Section 602: Limits commissioners to one 

term of eight years. 
Section 603: Increases penalties for know-

ing and willful violations to greater of $15,000 
or 300 percent of the contribution or expendi-
ture. 

Section 604: Requires that FEC create a 
schedule of penalties for minor reporting 
violations. 

Section 605: Establishes availability of oral 
arguments at FEC when requested and two 
commissioners agree. Also requires that FEC 
create index of Commission actions. 

Section 606: Changes reporting cycle for 
committees to election cycle rather than 
calendar year. 

Section 607: Classifies FEC general counsel 
and executive director as presidential ap-
pointments requiring Senate confirmation. 
TITLE VII—IMPROVEMENTS TO NATIONAL VOTER 

REGISTRATION ACT 
Section 701: Repeals requirement that 

states allow registration by mail. 
Section 702: Requires that registrants for 

federal elections provide social security 
number and proof of citizenship. 

Section 703: Provides states the option of 
removing registrants from eligible list of 
federal voters who have not voted in two fed-
eral elections and did not respond to post-
card. 

Section 704: Allows states to require photo 
ID at the polls. 

Section 705: Repeals requirement that 
states allow people to change their registra-
tion at the polls and still vote. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
rise today in support of meaningful 
campaign finance reform. It is high 
time that this Congress act to improve 
our political process and to restore 
faith in our democracy. In fact, it is 
past time. 

When I was elected by the people of 
my State in 1992, one of the key things 
they asked me to do was to help fix our 
campaign finance system. I have been 
part of the reform effort since I walked 
through these doors. 

Well, here it is, 7 years later. And it’s 
the same old story. Campaigns still 
cost too much money. And too often, 
the power of ideas is pushed aside by 
the power of money. That is not the 
way our system should work. We need 
to do all we can to show the American 
people that their voices count—and to 
provide that their voices will be heard 
over the roar of special interest money. 

Overall, I do think we have made 
some positive changes in the way the 
Capitol operates since my election. I do 
think we have addressed some of the 
issues families care about. But our 
campaign finance system still under-
mines our best efforts—draining public 
interest in our political process and 
sapping the energy from American vot-
ers in ways that will affect our democ-
racy for years to come. 

The opponents say the public doesn’t 
care about campaign finance reform. 
But, in fact, the role of money in our 
elections and the rise of special inter-
est influence have a profound—and 
very negative—effect on public percep-
tion of politics. Many people believe 
that Members of Congress are con-
trolled by special interests and wealthy 
donors—and are no longer listening to 
their concerns. It keeps them from vot-

ing and from participating in the deci-
sions that affect their lives. 

We are here to represent the people 
of our States. As a representative of 
working Americans, I have felt from 
the beginning that it is my duty to en-
sure their voices and concerns are 
heard loudly and clearly in the polit-
ical process. If my constituents believe 
they aren’t being heard and that is par-
tially due to the influence of special in-
terests, then I must do something 
about it. This legislation is an oppor-
tunity to act. 

I think this legislation could go fur-
ther, for example, in the way it treats 
types of advocacy. Express advocacy is 
designed to get the public to vote for or 
against a specific candidate. For that 
reason, express advocacy is regulated. 
There is another type of advocacy that 
is not regulated. It’s called ‘‘issue ad-
vocacy.’’ Issue advocacy campaigns 
were intended to allow groups and indi-
viduals to communicate their support 
or opposition to particular policy 
issues. Unfortunately, these activities 
have become organized campaigns run 
by partisan groups to influence the 
election or defeat of a particular can-
didate. At a minimum, the public has a 
right to know who is funding these so- 
called ‘‘independent expenditures’’ by 
requiring the producers of these cam-
paigns to disclose their contributors. A 
earlier version of this bill would have 
made issue advocacy subject to similar 
restrictions as express advocacy. That 
is one of the improvements I would like 
to see as we go through the amendment 
process. 

But there are other amendments that 
would weaken the bill’s provisions and 
could kill this legislation. One is the 
so-called Paycheck Protection Act. It 
is a poison pill to kill true campaign fi-
nance reform. This provision would 
defund unions by setting up barriers to 
their obtaining union dues to spend on 
political activities. However, the Re-
publican Paycheck Protection Act 
misses the target. Despite the rhetoric, 
no worker is ever forced to join a union 
or pay for political and legislative ac-
tivities with which he or she does not 
agree. Never. But the vast majority of 
unions—and their supporters—believe 
their voices are critical to a strong 
healthy economy and to strong, 
healthy families. And I agree with 
them. 

I am not optimistic about this proc-
ess. We have some very determined 
foes who oppose any attempt at reform. 
While we have 100 percent of the Demo-
cratic caucus and a handful of brave 
Republicans, it appears we do not have 
60 votes to stop a filibuster against re-
form. This makes me unhappy, but not 
willing to give up. 

I will continue to participate in the 
coalition of those Senators pushing for 
reform. I will keep my commitment to 
bring public faith back into our polit-
ical system and to return political 
power to our citizens. And I will anx-
iously await the day when 60 of my 
Senate colleagues agree with the 

American people that now is the time 
for campaign finance reform. 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, last 
Thursday, I listened aghast to the ex-
changes among Senators MCCAIN, BEN-
NETT, FEINGOLD, MCCONNELL, and GOR-
TON concerning the implication that an 
appropriation was provided to a project 
in my home in exchange for campaign 
money. 

While my junior colleague from Utah 
made the case commendably, I do feel 
compelled to respond for myself since I 
have actively sought and promoted 
these appropriations for my State. 

The Senator from Arizona seems to 
have confused representation with cor-
ruption. 

Since when does standing up for one’s 
State, its local governments, or its 
people constitute corruption? 

I was under the impression that this 
is what we were sent here to do. 

The Senator from Arizona is way out 
of line when he suggests that my col-
league, Senator BENNETT, has done 
even one thing even remotely improper 
in advocating for our State and for the 
help necessary to host the 2002 Winter 
Olympic Games. He should include me 
in that accusation as well. 

My definition of ‘‘pork’’ is an appro-
priation that is unjustified (i.e., 
unneeded), not meritorious (i.e., the 
proposal is poorly conceived or too ex-
pensive), or it is solely to benefit the 
entity receiving the appropriation. The 
project that the Senator has labeled as 
‘‘pork’’ is none of those things. 

First, Salt Lake City was America’s 
choice to host the Olympic games. 
These are America’s games. There are 
certain things we are going to need 
help with and that can appropriately 
be done by the federal government. 

The so-called pork barrel project he 
has cited was for Ogden, UT, for water, 
sewer, and storm water improvements. 
The Senator from Arizona has inti-
mated on his website that this project 
received appropriated funds because 
members of the Senate—and I presume 
he means me and Senator BENNETT— 
have been improperly influenced by 
soft money. 

I wonder if my colleague has actually 
thought about that. Does he really be-
lieve that Ogden, UT, is so tremen-
dously wealthy that it can make cam-
paign contributions or that its citizens 
would even countenance such a thing 
to achieve this project grant? Does the 
Senator from Arizona hear how ridicu-
lous this sounds? 

I have thought, while listening to the 
Senator’s remarks, that we have been 
debating that old question about the 
tree falling in the forest. If a dollar 
flows into a campaign chest, but no one 
takes any action in relation to it, does 
that make it corrupt? Is acceptance of 
any campaign contribution de facto 
corrupt? That certainly seems to be 
what Senator MCCAIN is saying. 

I was stunned by the personal nature 
of the Senator’s remarks last week, 
particularly as regards my colleague 
Senator BENNETT, and most particu-
larly since Senator MCCAIN could not 
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seem to cite any specific evidence that 
this line item for sewer improvements 
was included as a payoff for a soft 
money—or hard money for that mat-
ter—contribution. 

No, the best he could do is to say 
that the appropriation was not author-
ized. 

I am the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee—it is an authorizing com-
mittee. And, I can’t tell you the num-
ber of times I have debated jurisdiction 
with the Senator from Arizona. I am 
well aware of how strongly he feels 
about the authorization process. I 
agree with him on that. 

But give me a break. The Judiciary 
Committee is not going to authorize 
every individual grant to a law enforce-
ment agency. I can’t believe the Sen-
ator wants to authorize $2 million for 
water, sewer, and storm water im-
provements in Ogden, UT. 

And, I suspect that, if he were to be 
a spectator at the Olympic downhill in 
2002, and he needed to use the rest-
room, he would appreciate those sewer 
improvements. 

Moreover, the authorization process 
is not the good housekeeping stamp of 
approval. If campaign contributions 
can taint the appropriations process, 
they can also taint the authorization 
process. The logic of the Senator from 
Arizona is false on this point. 

I will second the remarks made by 
Senator MCCONNELL with respect to 
the tenor of this debate. One would 
have hoped that we could debate our 
respective ideas about campaign fi-
nance reform without getting into ac-
cusing one another of soft money-for- 
pork deals. 

But, I hope my colleagues will listen 
carefully when the Senator from Ari-
zona and the Senator from Wisconsin 
attempt to smooth things over by say-
ing, ‘‘we’re not accusing you; it’s the 
system.’’ 

If these colleagues are not accusing 
us, then why do we need this bill? If 
members have not engaged in abuses— 
then this bill has no basis. 

When I was a youngster I remember 
being terribly irritated when the teach-
er made the whole class stay after 
school because a couple of my class-
mates misbehaved. I remember too 
that sometimes the punishment was 
that the rules governing library privi-
leges or playground activity became 
stricter because certain classmates 
broke the old ones. 

Today, our Government reacts much 
the same way when there have been 
abuses of freedome—we want to legis-
late a means of prevention. We want to 
tighten up the rules. 

Because the people are justifiably 
outraged at abuses, particularly at 
breaches of their trust, we feel com-
pelled to respond. 

We think if we rail loudly in sym-
pathy with their outrage and introduce 
bills to address the cause of it, the peo-
ple will think we are above it and have 
nothing to do with the dirty business. 
But, me thinks some doth protest too 

much. (So there will be no misunder-
standing, I refer here to the Clinton ad-
ministration which has yet to sanction 
the appointment of an independent 
counsel to investigate the alleged cam-
paign finance violations involving con-
tributions to the Democratic National 
Committee.) 

At the end of the day, the people will 
not be fooled. While there is no doubt 
in my mind that those who favor the 
McCain-Feingold legislation do so with 
the purest of motives, and I respect 
their views, I believe that what the 
people really want is not new law, but 
honest politicians. And, that, I say to 
my colleagues, cannot be legislated. 

Moreover, to the extent that there 
have been abuses of campaign integ-
rity, let alone existing law, the prob-
lem is not the lack of regulation, but 
the violation of it. Our efforts might be 
better spent in toughening both public 
and private oversight, enforcement, 
and penalties on the offenders. 

But, we are instead debating legisla-
tion that would impose significant new 
regulations on the way we undertake 
the most fundamental of all American 
freedoms—elections for public office. 

What on earth are we doing? Why are 
we even contemplating such sweeping 
changes—changes that would inevi-
tably dampen free speech in our coun-
try? Changes that would damage the 
‘‘checks and balances’’ that are inher-
ent in our two-party system? 

Well, in light of recent abuses of free-
dom in campaign fundraising and in 
light of what we politicians perceive to 
be mounting dissatisfaction among the 
electorate, we are debating a proposal 
for a new law. 

That’ll fix it. We will all put out our 
press releases. We will congratulate 
each other on our so-called ‘‘reform’’ 
legislation. And, if it’s a ‘‘reform’’ bill, 
it must be good, right? 

With all due respect to my colleagues 
Senators MCCAIN AND FEINGOLD, who 
have been working on this legislation 
for a long time and who I know are sin-
cerely dedicated to improving our cam-
paign process, I must say that, if we 
pass their bill, we will deliver broad- 
based reforms which we perceive to be 
popular at the moment. But, we will 
also be fundamentally changing the re-
lationship between those running for 
public office and those who elect them 
for the long term. We will be imposing 
significantly more regulation gov-
erning who can give what to whom as 
well as how support can be given and 
how it can be received. 

Let me comment briefly on this rela-
tionship. We all understand it—or we 
should. 

When we throw our hats in the ring 
for public office, we do so because we 
believe we have ideas and a point of 
view that would benefit our home state 
constituents and our country. And, I 
think it is safe to say that we don’t do 
it for the money—and we have pretty 
well ‘‘deperked’’ this place as well. 

But, our success depends on the sup-
port of others. Our candidacies all 

began in someone’s office or living 
room. There may have been 3, 5, 10, 15 
people in the room. The first order of 
business was to get our views and ideas 
before the people with the hope that 
our platform would appeal to enough 
people that they would join our band-
wagon. 

How do you grow a campaign? First, 
people have to know who you are. So, 
you print some posters and campaign 
buttons. I might add that when I first 
ran in 1976, having never held public of-
fice before and running against a 3- 
term incumbent senator, I needed a lot 
of signs. 

Then, since you can’t really get 
much substantive information on a 
yard sign or button, you need some 
brochures. You need to put out some 
press releases. You need to buy some 
TV and radio advertising. 

Assuming you get some positive re-
sponse from the people to your views, 
you will need to hire some staff to or-
ganize volunteer efforts and precincts. 
Later on, you will need to have some 
phone banks and a get-out-the-vote 
program. 

All of this requires money—that peo-
ple who believe in your candidacy do-
nate to your campaign. This is not 
money that is taxed and apportioned 
by some governmental entity. It is 
money voluntarily given because, in 
giving it, people are expressing their 
preferences for those who will rep-
resent them. It could be one dollar or a 
thousand dollars, but the act of con-
tributing to a candidate for public of-
fice is an exercise of political freedom. 

Now, the McCain-Feingold bill, for 
all of its good intentions, fails this cru-
cial test: it imposes new restrictions on 
how people can participate financially 
in campaigns. 

Previous incarnations of the McCain- 
Feingold bill would have outlawed all 
soft money contributions and issue ad-
vocacy by special interest groups. 

The argument goes that sophisti-
cated organizations are manipulating 
candidates and elections by donating 
large amounts of money. And, the ar-
gument goes further that this manipu-
lation is poisoning the political process 
for all citizens. 

So-called coffees at the White House, 
nights in the Lincoln Bedroom, recep-
tions at Buddhist temples, fundraising 
from taxpayer-maintained territory, 
specious connections to foreign govern-
ments—that is what has affected peo-
ple’s faith in the electoral process. It 
isn’t the direct mail letter, the cock-
tail reception, or the $10 per person 
summer weinie roast. People are pretty 
savvy. They know we have to raise the 
money to run, and they know it’s not 
cheap. 

But, this year, Senators MCCAIN and 
FEINGOLD have apparently accepted 
that their proposed ban was blatantly 
unconstitutional. They have opted for 
a half-ban—a ban on soft money con-
tributions from political parties, but 
not on non-party organizations. 

Let’s be clear about one thing: polit-
ical parties are already regulated by 
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law and regulation. These contribu-
tions and expenditures are already con-
trolled. The Republican or Democratic 
National Committees cannot so much 
as buy a legal pad with 100 percent soft 
money. 

This ban on party soft money merely 
elevates the importance of special in-
terest soft money, which Senators 
MCCAIN and FEINGOLD have declared to 
be society’s biggest evil. The League of 
Women Voters, which previously sup-
ported the McCain-Feingold bill, has 
now asked Senators to oppose it be-
cause it not only fails to correct the 
problem of soft money influence as 
they see it, but exacerbates it. 

Additionally, this half-ban on soft 
money from political parties and its 
concomitant increase in the impor-
tance of special interest groups, serves 
to weaken our political parties. 

I recognize that many Americans are 
frustrated with both parties—and, I 
admit, often for good reason. But, the 
fact is that a strong two-party system 
is what keeps American government 
working. Nations with multiparty sys-
tems often have extreme difficulty 
finding consensus and are plagued with 
frequent reversals in ministerial lead-
ership, national policy, and unstable 
markets given political uncertainty. 

The American two-party system is a 
healthy competition of ideas and view-
points. And, national parties should 
not be curtailed in their efforts to 
build their state and local infrastruc-
tures and to support their slates of 
candidates. 

A ban on the ability of national par-
ties to send money to state and local 
parties and to candidates is like telling 
a major league baseball team that it 
cannot support its farm teams or give 
a bonus to its promising players. 

Last, but certainly not least, the re-
vised McCain-Feingold bill remains 
constitutionally specious. 

Despite the sponsors recognition that 
the ban on all soft money violated free 
speech rights under the Supreme 
Court’s decision ion Buckley v. Valeo, 
the half-ban still skates on very thin 
ice. 

The Court stated: 
The First Amendment denies government 

the power to determine that spending to pro-
mote one’s political views is wasteful, exces-
sive, or unwise. In the free society ordained 
by our Constitution, it is not the govern-
ment but the people—individually as citizens 
and collectively as associations and political 
committees—who must retain control over 
the quantity and range of debate on public 
issues in a political campaign. 

But, the bottomline for today is that, 
quite simply, political parties are enti-
tled to promote their views. The 
McCain-Feingold bill would com-
promise that right. 

Medicare, Social Security, tax cuts, 
balanced budgets, and health care have 
all been the subject of issue adver-
tising. And, neither Republicans nor 
Democrats should be ‘‘gagged’’ by the 
provisions of this bill. Since a political 
party exists to promote a particular 
viewpoint or philosophy of govern-

ment, the McCain-Feingold proposal 
quite simply infringes on its right to 
do so. 

But, unlike my school teacher’s with-
holding recess, the McCain-Feingold 
proposal is not a simple trade-off of 
privileges for accountability. It asks 
Americans to exchange a fundamental 
freedom, which is coveted throughout 
the world, for the vague promise of cur-
tailing the influence of special inter-
ests in elections. 

But, here again, the McCain-Feingold 
proposal misses the mark. Who are the 
special interests? I submit that the 
‘‘special interests are us.’’ 

One man’s greedy special interest is 
another man’s organization standing 
up for truth and the American way. It 
is impossible for this Congress—or any 
Congress—to make this distinction. 

The prohibition on party soft money 
suggested by the McCain-Feingold bill 
does not even allow the people to exer-
cise their own judgments about the 
propriety of an expenditure or even 
about the candidates or the issue. It 
simply outlaws soft money activity out 
of hand. 

Some have said to me, ‘‘But this is a 
bipartisan bill. It is a good com-
promise.’’ My response must be that 
just because a measure is bipartisan 
and called ‘‘reform’’ does not make it 
good. 

Moreover, I remind my colleagues 
that the original plaintiffs in this suit 
included James Buckley, the conserv-
ative Senator from New York and Eu-
gene McCarthy, liberal former Senator 
from Minnesota. 

The diverse coalition of groups who 
have led the opposition to previous 
versions of McCain-Feingold include 
the National Right to Life Committee 
and the American Civil Liberties 
Union. 

In my view, Mr. President, this is not 
campaign finance reform. No legisla-
tion, certainly nothing called ‘‘re-
form,’’ should leave the people with 
less freedom. 

Let’s look at this issue. 
Many pundits and many colleagues 

here in Congress perceive that the 
American people think that our gov-
ernment has become too fraught with 
special interest influence, bought with 
special interest campaign contribu-
tions. We have all heard voters voice 
their frustrations about government. 
Given some of the games we play up 
here that affect necessary legislation— 
such as the bankruptcy bill to name 
just one example—this attitude is not 
surprising or unwarranted. 

It may be a mistake to interpret 
these frustrations as widespread cyni-
cism about the influence of special in-
terests rather than about the govern-
ment’s inability to enact tax relief, in-
ertia on long-term Social Security and 
Medicare reforms, and the tug-of-war 
on budget and appropriations. 

Nevertheless, it goes without saying 
that maintaining the integrity of our 
election system and citizens’ con-
fidence in it has to be among our high-

est priorities. The question is: what is 
the right reform? 

The best way to reform our campaign 
finance system is to open it up to the 
light of day and to allow citizens to 
make the judgments about how much 
influence is too much. 

For example, some people may be-
lieve that a single dollar from a to-
bacco PAC, an environmental lobby, or 
the AFL–CIO is too much. For others, 
such contributions may not be as much 
of a concern. 

Under a system of more prompt, 
user-friendly disclosure, people can 
compare the source of contributions 
with votes cast by the candidate. They 
can decide for themselves which dona-
tions are rewards for faithfulness to a 
principle and representation of con-
stituents and which contributions 
might be a quid pro quo for special fa-
vors. 

I had planned to offer a substitute 
amendment to S. 1593. I called my pro-
posal the ‘‘Citizens’ Right to Know 
Act.’’ It would require all candidates 
and political committees to disclose 
every contribution they receive and 
every expenditure they make over $200 
within 14 days on a publicly accessible 
website. This means people will not 
have to wade through FEC bureaucracy 
to get this information, and the infor-
mation will be continuously updated. 

Further, my proposal would encour-
age—not require—non-party organiza-
tions to disclose expenditures in a con-
stitutionally acceptable manner the 
funds that they devote to political ac-
tivity. Organizations that chose to file 
voluntary reports with the FEC would 
make individual donors to their PACs 
eligible for a tax deduction of up to 
$100. 

This provision is designed to encour-
age voluntary disclosure of expendi-
tures of organizational soft money. 
Those organizations that did so would 
be shedding light on campaign finance 
not because they have to, but because 
it furthers the cause of an informed de-
mocracy. 

An article in the Investor’s Business 
Daily quoted John Ferejohn of Stan-
ford University as writing that ‘‘noth-
ing strikes the student of public opin-
ion and democracy more forcefully 
than the paucity of information most 
people possess about politics.’’ 

The article goes on to suggest that 
‘‘many reforms, far from helping, 
would cut the flow of political informa-
tion to an already ill-informed public.’’ 

Citing a study by Stephen 
Ansolabehere of MIT and Shanto 
Iyengar of UCLA, which demonstrates 
that political advertising ‘‘enlightens 
voters,’’ the IBD concludes that ‘‘well- 
informed voters are the key to a well- 
functioning democracy.’’ [Investor’s 
Business Daily; 9/20/99] 

Morton Kondracke editorializes in 
the July 30, 1999, Washington Times, 
‘‘Full disclosure would be valuable on 
its merits—letting voters know exactly 
who is paying for what in election cam-
paigns. Right now, campaign money is 
going increasingly underground.’’ 
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This is precisely the issue my amend-

ment addresses. My amendment, rather 
than prohibit the American people 
from having certain information pro-
duced by political parties, it would 
open up information about campaign 
finance. Knowledge is power. My pro-
posal is predicated on giving the people 
more power. 

Additionally, my legislation will 
raise the limits on individual partici-
pation in elections. Special interest 
PACs sprung up as a response to the 
limitations on individual participation 
in elections. The contribution limit for 
individuals is $1000 and it has not been 
adjusted since it was enacted in 1974. 

Why are these limits problematic? 
The answer is that if a candidate can 
raise $5000 in one phone call to a PAC, 
why make 5 phone calls hoping to raise 
the same amount from individuals? My 
legislation proposes to make individ-
uals at least as important as PACs. 

My bill also raises the 25-year-old 
limits on donations to parties and 
PACs. It raises the current limits on 
what both individuals and PACs can 
give to political parties. 

As the League of Women Voters has 
correctly pointed out, the activities of 
political parties are already regulated, 
whereas the political activities of 
other organizations are not. If we are 
concerned about the influence of ‘‘soft’’ 
money—that is, money in campaigns 
that is not regulated and not dis-
closed—and cannot be regulated or sub-
ject to disclosure under our Constitu-
tion—then we ought to encourage—not 
punish—greater political participation 
through our party structures. 

We need to put individuals back as 
equal players in the campaign finance 
arena. Special interests—both PACs 
and soft money—have become impor-
tant in large part because current law 
limits are not only a quarter century 
old, but are also higher for special in-
terests than individuals. 

The McCain-Feingold approach rep-
resents a constitutionally specious bar-
rier to free speech. It would, by law, 
prohibit political parties from using 
soft money to communicate with vot-
ers. 

My amendment, in contrast, does not 
prohibit anything. It does not restrict 
the flow of information to citizens—it 
does not restrict freedom. On the con-
trary, my amendment recognizes that 
citizens are the ultimate arbiters in 
elections. They should have access to 
as much information as possible about 
the candidates and the positions they 
represent. 

Thus far, the information that is 
available to voters about campaign fi-
nance has been difficult to obtain and 
untimely. My amendment, by empow-
ering votes with this information, will 
put the role of special interests where 
it rightfully belongs—in the eye of the 
beholder, not the federal government. 

I regret very much that Senator 
DASCHLE has elected to use this par-
liamentary tactic—filling the amend-
ment tree and objecting to consider-

ation of other amendments—to fore-
close all other amendments. He has put 
the Senate in a take-it-or-leave-it situ-
ation. 

Some of us had ideas for amendments 
to the McCain-Feingold bill—or, such 
as the ‘‘Citizens’ Right to Know Act,’’ 
a proposal for a complete substitute. 
The opportunity for amendments, how-
ever, has been scuttled. 

The proponents evidently believe 
they have done such a marvelous job 
that they refused to consider any other 
amendment when Senator MCCONNELL 
asked consent to do so last Friday. 

The proponents of McCain-Feingold 
will no doubt hit the airwaves and say 
that the opponents do not support re-
form. They will say that we voted to 
keep the status quo, that we support 
the so-called insidious corruption of 
soft money. 

These would be false statements. 
Many of us do support reform—we sim-
ply want it to be fair and respectful of 
constitutional protections. 

There is no righteousness whatsoever 
in voting for a reform bill that limits 
freedom. 

I would have liked to offer my pro-
posal. I would have liked the Senate to 
consider the merits of its approach. 

But, inasmuch as I will not be able to 
do that, and other senators who may 
have supported my alternative will not 
be able to vote for it, we are left with 
the Reid amendment, which does not 
even contain the amendments offered 
by the Senator from Kentucky to beef 
up internal procedures for account-
ability. 

We are left with an unamended, con-
stitutionally flawed piece of legislation 
that has the effect of further 
bureaucratizing our electoral processes 
and gagging our two most prominent 
political organizations, thus shielding 
the people from information as if they 
are incapable of making evaluations on 
their own. 

If this is ‘‘reform,’’ it is not reform 
worthy of support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will my friend 
yield for a moment for me to make a 
comment to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank my friend 

from Ohio. I listened carefully to his 
remarks. He accurately pointed out 
that labor unions are the only organi-
zations in America that can raise polit-
ical funds and spend them on whatever 
they choose to without the consent of 
the donor, which is an aberration. Ev-
erybody else in the political system 
has to raise money from voluntary do-
nations. They have to ask for it. I 
thank my friend for pointing out that 
there really can’t be any campaign fi-
nance reform that is meaningful with-
out addressing this extraordinary 
abuse. I appreciate very much his com-
ments on this debate. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. I thank the Senator 
from Kentucky. While I am in this 

body, I am going to continue to try to 
work with other people to see if we 
can’t come up with something to ban 
soft money and deal with some of the 
problems I discussed, which would have 
been in my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, is recog-
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2306 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2298 
(Purpose: To allow a State to enact vol-

untary public financing legislation regard-
ing the election of Federal candidates in 
such State) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 

I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2306 to amendment No. 2298. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the language proposed to be 

stricken, add the following: 
SEC. . STATE PROVIDED VOLUNTARY PUBLIC FI-

NANCING. 
Section 403 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 453) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: ‘‘The pre-
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to 
prohibit a State from enacting a voluntary 
public financing system which applies to a 
candidate for election to Federal office, 
other than the office of President or Vice- 
President, from such State who agrees to 
limit acceptance of contributions, use of per-
sonal funds, and the making of expenditures 
in connection with the election in exchange 
for full or partial public financing from a 
State fund with respect to the election, ex-
cept that such system shall not allow any 
person to take any action in violation of the 
provisions of this Act.’’. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota yield for an 
inquiry? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I don’t yield the 
floor, but I will yield for an inquiry. 

Mr. McCONNELL. My inquiry is this: 
Is the Senator from Kentucky correct 
that this amendment is offered to what 
we call around here the other side of 
the tree? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Is the Senator 
from Kentucky also correct that if clo-
ture were invoked on either of the clo-
ture motions tomorrow, this amend-
ment would be wiped out? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator that the 
amendment would not fall if it is ger-
mane. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Germane, 
postcloture? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota is recognized. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 

first of all, let me say to my colleagues 
that I wanted to bring this amendment 
to the floor because I thought we 
should get on with business and have 
up-or-down votes on amendments that 
deal with this, I think, critically im-
portant question. 

Let me start out with some context. 
This is an editorial from the New York 
Times, which actually was written 
Tuesday, October 20, 1998. The title is 
‘‘A Grass-Roots Message On Reform.’’ 

This deals with some of the victories 
that have taken place around the coun-
try; namely, two initiatives; one was in 
Massachusetts and one in Arizona. Of 
course, the Presiding Officer knows 
this all started with Maine, and then 
there was Vermont. I am talking about 
the clean money/clean election option. 
This is an editorial that talks about 
the momentum at the State level. 

What has happened is, a good many 
States in our country have partial pub-
lic financing. In Maine, Vermont, Mas-
sachusetts, and also Arizona, citizens 
of those States have decided that if 
people running for office will agree, it 
is on a voluntary basis, they are going 
for a clean money/clean election op-
tion. If a State desires a States rights 
option, they should be able to apply it 
to House and Senate races. I point this 
out to the Chair because I think it is 
all positive about her. 

I notice in this paragraph, it says 
that it is no surprise that two of the 
seven Senate Republicans who chal-
lenged their leadership on this issue 
came from Maine, where similar public 
financing legislation was passed in 
1996. It has been important to see what 
is happening at the State level. 

I ask unanimous consent this edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 20, 1998] 
A GRASS-ROOTS MESSAGE ON REFORM 

In the weeks since campaign finance re-
form was killed in Washington, it has been 
fashionable to say that the issue never had 
much popular support. But that cynical view 
is belied by the momentum behind two im-
portant initiatives this fall, in Massachu-
setts and Arizona, where voters are being 
asked to create publicly financed campaign 
systems that would free politicians of their 
dependence on money from special interests. 
Approval of these measures would provide a 
model for how to clean up local political 
races and send a strong signal to Washington 
to enact reform legislation next year. 

Both initiatives call for extensive public 
money to pay for political campaigns, to be 
awarded after the candidates have raised 
modest sums on their own. Many state and 
local governments, including New York City, 
have provisions for public financing. The 
post-Watergate laws governing national elec-
tions also provide for public subsidies. But in 
these cases, the money kicks in only when 
the candidates themselves have raised large 
sums. As the last round of scandals shows, 
candidates have also circumvented the law 
by accepting public money and then using 
unregulated ‘‘soft money’’ contributions for 
their campaigns. 

Even though it will cost them money, the 
voters in both states are responding posi-
tively. In Massachusetts, the money would 
come in part from taxpayers checking off a 
box on their income-tax returns, and in part 
from legislative appropriations. In Arizona, 
the money would be raised by increasing the 
fee for lobbyists, a voluntary tax checkoff 
and a surcharge on criminal and civil fines. 

Another encouraging sign is that these re-
forms are occurring in one of the most con-
servative states in the country as well as in 
one of the most liberal. It is perhaps no acci-
dent that the main sponsors of campaign re-
form in Washington include Senator John 
McCain of Arizona and Representative Mar-
tin Meehan of Massachusetts. Nor is it sur-
prising that two of the seven Senate Repub-
licans who challenged their leadership on the 
issue this year came from Maine, where 
similar public financing legislation was en-
acted in 1996. 

Success in Arizona, Massachusetts and 
other states with more limited campaign re-
form measures on their ballots could build 
momentum, for change in Washington next 
year. Many incumbent lawmakers have long 
argued that the public will not tolerate pub-
lic financing, by which they usually mean 
that they do not want to give their chal-
lengers an equal chance. They need only be 
reminded that voters can speak even more 
loudly than campaign donations. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. There was a piece 
also that David Broder wrote, on July 
18, 1999, in the Washington Post, ‘‘Fed-
eral Lag, State Reform.’’ David Broder, 
a highly respected journalist, talks 
about the energy at the State level. He 
talks about the work of public cam-
paigns and victories in Maine and 
Vermont and Massachusetts and Ari-
zona. He also talks about some of the 
activity around the country, the en-
ergy of grassroots people, people in our 
States, at the State level, who say, 
don’t tell us we don’t care about good 
government; don’t tell us we don’t care 
about clean elections. They are passing 
these initiatives. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, July 18, 1999] 
FEDERAL LAG, STATE REFORM 

(By David S. Broder) 
While Congress continues to procrastinate 

on changing the campaign finance laws—the 
House will not take up the issue until Sep-
tember; the Senate, who knows when?— 
things are changing in the states. 

More and more of them are moving beyond 
the regulatory approach embodied in most of 
the proposals in Washington and are deciding 
that public financing of elections is the best 
way to reduce the influence of interest 
groups and wealthy individuals—while satis-
fying the maze of legalities laid down by the 
courts. 

The latest and in some ways most sur-
prising development comes in Wisconsin, 
where Gov. Tommy Thompson, the dean of 
the 50 governors and a staunch Republican, 
is making headway with a proposal for par-
tial public funding of state campaigns. 

An appropriation of $750,000, urged by 
Thompson as part of a reform plan devised 
by a bipartisan commission, has been ap-
proved by the Senate-House finance com-
mittee and is awaiting final action by the 
legislature. The full plan has not yet passed 
and faces strong opposition, but Wisconsin 

could become the second state in recent 
years, following Vermont, to move to public 
financing by action of elected officials. 

Since 1996, three others—Maine, Massachu-
setts and Arizona—have done the same thing 
by voter initiatives, bringing the total of 
states with full or partial public financing 
systems to 24, according to Ellen Miller, the 
head of Public Campaign, a Washington, DC- 
based group supporting these efforts. Mis-
souri and Oregon may have such initiatives 
in 2000, she says. 

What is interesting about this phenomenon 
is that public financing is considered beyond 
reach in the Washington debate on campaign 
reform. Twenty-five years ago, Congress ap-
proved partial public financing of presi-
dential campaigns by a checkoff on indi-
vidual income tax returns—with matching 
funds available to candidates accepting 
spending limits in the primaries and a full 
subsidy available for the general election. 

But in recent years, it has been accepted 
wisdom on Capitol Hill that voters rebel at 
the idea of more of their tax dollars being 
used to pay for those TV spots everyone de-
spises. And yet, when measures to subsidize 
campaigns from public sources are put to a 
vote of the people in states as diverse as Ari-
zona and Massachusetts, they pass—despite 
the reluctance of many local political lead-
ers to endorse them. 

In Massachusetts, both Republican Gov. 
Paul Celluci and leaders of the Democratic 
legislature looked askance at the 1998 initia-
tive, but it passed by a 2 to 1 margin. Even 
with that big win, there was doubt whether 
the legislature would appropriate the money 
to begin funding the first publicly financed 
elections, scheduled for 2002. 

Celluci put no request in his budget, but, 
the legislature—a bit squeamish about 
defying a public mandate—did so, with the 
House voting for $10 million and the Senate 
for $13 million. The House could not resist 
adding a joker—a requirement that another 
initiative be passed in 2000 reaffirming that 
voters really want tax money used for cam-
paigns—but it’s not certain whether that 
will be in the final version of the budget. 

For now, backers of the measure told me, 
they are confident that a series of annual ap-
propriations plus voluntary checkoffs will 
produce the $40 million kitty needed to fund 
85 percent of the expenses of Massachusetts 
candidates who accept spending limits in 
2002. 

In Arizona, where the initiative barely 
passed by a 51 percent to 49 percent margin 
over the opposition of Republican Gov. Jane 
Hull and others, opponents have filed two 
lawsuits challenging the measure. The state 
Supreme Court threw out the first one; the 
second is pending in a lower court. Mean-
time, the financing machinery has begun to 
function. Lobbyists are being asked to pay 
higher registration fees, and a surcharge is 
being added to civil and criminal penalties 
assessed in Arizona courts. Next year, people 
filing their state income taxes will be told 
that, for the first time, they can claim a tax 
credit of up to $500 for political contribu-
tions—and, barring mishaps, public financing 
will begin in 2002. 

The Wisconsin move is particularly inter-
esting because Thompson, like most other 
Republicans, was initially opposed to tax-
payer-financed campaigns. He endorsed the 
package of other reforms recommended by 
the bipartisan commission he had named. 
But when that measure was stymied by par-
tisan battling in the legislature, Thompson 
endorsed the direct subsidy as a way of 
breaking the deadlock. In a phone call from 
Alaska, where he was vacationing, he told 
me that he hopes Wisconsin, which pioneered 
welfare reform under his leadership, ‘‘can be 
a model for the country’’ on campaign re-
form as well. 
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It will take more courage than Washington 

usually displays for that wish to be fulfilled. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Finally, Madam 
President, I wish to read from a letter 
that asks Senators to support this 
amendment which would allow States 
to enact voluntary public financing 
legislation, commonly referred to as 
clean money/clean election initiatives 
regarding the election of Federal can-
didates in the States. 

Historically, the states have been ‘‘labora-
tories of reform.’’ (a term coined by Supreme 
Court Justice Louis Brandeis) where innova-
tive public policies have been created and 
tested. We believe, therefore, that the U.S. 
Senate, which has been a champion of states’ 
innovative efforts in a number of policy ef-
forts in recent years, should also support the 
right of individual states to determine the 
campaign finance system for their can-
didates for federal elections. 

This letter goes on to talk about the 
great victories in Arizona, Maine, Mas-
sachusetts, and Vermont, and also goes 
on to cite a recent poll undertaken by 
the Mellman Group in Iowa—you know 
everybody is focused on Iowa with the 
Presidential races—pointing out that 
voters, 72 percent of Democrats and 63 
percent of Republicans, support a sys-
tem of voluntary full public financing 
and spending limits for campaigns. Not 
only did the support cut across party 
lines, but also there was support 
among ideologies within the political 
party. 

I ask unanimous consent this letter, 
which is signed by about 50 different 
organizations that are working on re-
form at the State level, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FIFTY PLUS CITIZEN GROUPS IN SUPPORT OF 

WELLSTONE ‘‘STATES RIGHTS’’ AMENDMENT 
TO S. 1593, THE ‘‘BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN RE-
FORM ACT OF 1999’’ 

October 14, 1999. 
DEAR SENATOR. As the Senate prepares to 

debate S. 1593, the ‘‘Bipartisan Campaign Re-
form Act of 1999,’’ we the undersigned urge 
you to support Senator Paul Wellstone’s 
amendment to allow states to enact vol-
untary public financing legislation regarding 
the election of Federal candidates in such 
states. 

Historically, the states have been ‘‘labora-
tories of reform’’ (a term coined by Supreme 
Court Justice Louis Brandeis) where innova-
tive public policies have been created and 
tested. We believe, therefore, that the U.S. 
Senate, which has been a champion of states’ 
innovative efforts in a number of other pol-
icy areas in recent years, should also support 
the right of individual states to determine 
the campaign finance system for their can-
didates for federal elections. 

The states are already moving in this di-
rection with regard to their own state elec-
tions. Twelve states currently offer partial 
public financing to candidates for state of-
fices. In addition, four states have gone even 
further and have recently passed full public 
financing systems for their state elections— 
Arizona, Maine, Massachusetts and Vermont. 
Three of the four states will have such a sys-
tem in place for the 2000 election cycle. 

Finally, the American people, according to 
survey after survey, say that the current 
campaign finance system is out of control 

and they want it overhauled. A recent poll 
undertaken by The Mellman Group in Iowa 
revealed that voters (72 percent of Demo-
crats, 63 percent of Republicans) support a 
system of voluntary full public financing and 
spending limits for campaigns. Not only did 
support for such a voluntary system cut 
across party lines, but it also maintained 
strong support from all ideologies within the 
parties. 

Again, we urge you to support Senator 
Wellstone’s amendment to S. 1593 and allow 
the states to have the right to decide for 
themselves whether a voluntary public fi-
nancing program makes sense for the elec-
tion campaigns of their own Members of Con-
gress. 

Sincerely, 
Arizona Clean Elections Institute 
Citizen Action of New York 
Coalition to Stop Gun Violence 
Colorado Progressive Coalition 
Connecticut Citizen Action Group 
Democracy South 
Dollars and Democracy Project/Ohio 
Episcopal Church 
Equality State Policy Center/Wyoming 
Florida Consumer Action Network 
Florida League of Conservation Voters 
Friends Committee on National Legislation 
Georgia Rural-Urban Summit 
Illinois Citizen Action 
Indiana Alliance for Democracy 
Iowa Citizen Action Network 
League of United Latin American Citizens 
Lutheran Office of Governmental Affairs— 

Evangelical Lutheran Church in Amer-
ica 

Maine Citizen Leadership Fund 
Mass Voters for Clean Elections 
Michigan Citizen Action 
Minnesota Alliance for Progressive Action 
Missouri Alliance for Campaign Reform 
Missouri Voters for Fair Elections 
National Voting Rights Institute 
NETWORK: A National Catholic Social Jus-

tice Lobby 
New Hampshire Citizens Alliance 
New Jersey Citizen Action 
North Carolina Alliance for Democracy 
North Dakota Progressive Coalition 
Northeast Action 
Ocean State Action 
Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition 
Oregon Political Accountability Network 
Pennsylvania Consumer Action Network 
Public Campaign 
South Carolina Progressive Network 
Southeast Forest Project 
Texans for Public Justice 
Texas Public Citizen 
Union of American Hebrew Congregations 
Unitarian Universalist Association of Con-

gregations 
United Vision for Idaho 
United We Stand—Arizona 
U.S. PIRG 
Utah Progressive Network 
Vermont PIRG 
West Virginia Peoples’ Election Reform Coa-

lition 
West Virginia Citizen Action 
Western States Center 
Wisconsin Citizen Action 
Working Group on Electoral Democracy 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
before I get started in arguing my brief 
to this amendment, I appreciated the 
comments of my colleague from Ohio. I 
appreciate the sincerity in which he 
made his case, but there are a couple of 
points on which I am in disagreement. 
I don’t know if this amendment will 
come up. I certainly hope it doesn’t. 
We have been focusing on soft money. I 
join Senator LEVIN in thanking Sen-

ators MCCAIN and FEINGOLD for con-
tinuing to be a strong voice for reform. 
I understand the pragmatism of their 
initiative. I think if we could ban soft 
money it would be a significant step 
for our country—a good step forward, 
not a great leap sideways. I thank 
them. 

But I also want to point out for Sen-
ators, Democrats and Republican, that 
there is also the hard money issue. 
People who are listening—soft money/ 
hard money—I think are wondering 
what all of this is about. 

When I hear other Senators say we 
ought to raise the limit from $1,000 to 
$3,000, actuality it would be $2,000 to 
$6,000 counting primary and general 
elections. I want to point out a couple 
of figures. 

This year, a spectacularly small por-
tion—in the Presidential race—of U.S. 
citizens have contributed more than 
$200. So far this year, only 4 out of 
10,000 Americans have made a contribu-
tion higher than $200 to the Presi-
dential race. That is .037 percent. As of 
June 30, 1999, only .022 percent of all 
Americans have given $1,000 or more to 
a Presidential candidate. In the 1998 
election, .06 percent of all Americans 
gave $1,000. That was roughly 1 in 5,000 
citizens. 

If you say money is speech, then I 
guess we know who the people are who 
are going to do all of the talking. I can-
not believe that Senators—Repub-
licans, Democrats—whoever they are, 
believe this will give ordinary people 
more confidence and more faith in the 
political process. 

Again, what we have right now, when 
you are talking about contributions of 
over $1,000 this year, is .022 percent. 
Even over $200, it is only .037 percent. 
People do not have this kind of money. 
People can’t afford to make these 
kinds of contributions. 

Now what we are going to do is raise 
this from $1,000 to $3,000—actually 
$2,000 to $6,000, counting primary and 
general elections—and we are going to 
call this a reform. 

I want to say to everybody that in 
my not so humble opinion, about 90 
percent of the people in the country 
will not view this as reform. They will 
view this as a huge step backward, and 
they will view this as an effort to en-
able the wealthiest and high-income 
citizens to have even more influence 
and more say over the political process 
than they have right now. 

This amendment is a States rights 
amendment to this underlying bill. I 
hope it will have broad bipartisan sup-
port. This amendment allows States to 
set up voluntary systems of full or par-
tial public financing for Federal con-
gressional candidates that involve vol-
untary spending limits on both per-
sonal and outside contributions as long 
as those systems otherwise are not in 
conflict with the Federal Election 
Campaign Act. Again, it is entirely up 
to the candidates. It is only if they 
agree to it. Clearly, we set a floor, 
which is the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act. 
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Again, the letter I read to you was on 

the mark. States have been the labora-
tories for reform. This States rights 
amendment would allow these labora-
tories to do this work but in a safe way 
because we make it clear that the Fed-
eral law remains the floor. No State 
can violate existing Federal law. No 
State can be in violation of existing 
Federal law. But if a State wants to do 
better—if Kentucky or Minnesota or 
Nebraska or Arizona—Arizona has al-
ready done better, and Minnesota tried 
—they want to apply some system of 
partial or full public financing to Fed-
eral offices, and they say: we are sick 
and tired of waiting for you all to pass 
this kind of legislation; we have the 
sneaking suspicion that those interest 
groups that have the power have too 
much say in the Senate and you are 
not going to pass it; let us have a go at 
it, then we ought to let States do so. 

The Federal law is the floor. But it is 
a very low floor. We had this debate 
the other day. I don’t want to go over 
again in great detail the definition of 
corruption. Let me simply say one 
more time that I, for one, I say to my 
colleague whom I have a lot of affec-
tion for, the Senator from Utah, that I 
am not going to make any arguments 
about a one-to-one correlation between 
fundraising and ‘‘corruption.’’ I am not 
going to make any of those arguments, 
but I will say that to me corruption is 
more serious than wrongdoing of indi-
vidual officeholders. It is systemic. 
That is what we have. It is simply a 
case of those people who make these 
big contributions, the big soft money 
contributions and the big hard money 
contributions—they are the investors. 
They are the heavy hitters. They are 
the players. They are the ones who are 
well connected. They are the ones who 
have too much influence. And most 
citizens believe there is a connection 
between big special interest money and 
outcomes in American politics. 

I am very sad to say that most citi-
zens who believe that are right. People 
know that who has the money deter-
mines who wins and who has the money 
determines all too often what even gets 
put on the table in the first place. That 
is why people are turning away from 
the political process. That is why peo-
ple are disillusioned. That is why peo-
ple are disengaged. That is why people 
feel, I will say it again, if you pay, you 
play; if you do not pay, you don’t play. 
That is what is going on. 

Recent polls: 92 percent of all Ameri-
cans believe special interest contribu-
tions buy votes of Members of the Con-
gress—92 percent. Again, I say to col-
leagues, I am not agreeing with that 
kind of thing, but it is one of the rea-
sons we should want to change this sys-
tem. It really doesn’t matter in the 
last analysis. If you get more money 
from oil companies, or labor unions, or 
environmentalists, or citizen groups, or 
financial institutions, the fact is peo-
ple can always have that concern. Why 
don’t we try to break that? 

Eighty-eight percent of people be-
lieve those who make large contribu-

tions get special favors from politi-
cians. Sixty-seven percent believe their 
own representatives in Congress would 
listen to views of outsiders who made 
major political contributions before 
they would listen to their own con-
stituents’ views. And then, finally, 
nearly half of all registered voters be-
lieve lobbyists and special interests 
control the Government. 

I know the sponsors of the new 
McCain-Feingold bill have stripped the 
bill down in the hope that we are going 
to have the votes to achieve cloture 
and that we can move this long-stalled 
debate forward. I am in agreement. 
However, given the inability of Con-
gress to agree on a lot of the incre-
mental changes, which is important, 
let alone comprehensive reform—this 
is a stripped down bill. The authors 
will admit that. But they are saying, 
let’s try to move something forward. 
Let’s take a step forward that will lead 
to improvement. I agree. But what I 
am saying about this amendment is 
that it is also an ideal time to let 
States take the lead. We should not 
allow States to undermine Federal 
election law. They won’t do that. But 
the law should also not be an artificial 
ceiling that prevents States from set-
ting up systems of public financing 
such as Maine has done, such as 
Vermont has done, such as Arizona has 
done, and such as Massachusetts has 
done that would allow them to address 
this obscene money chase, that allows 
them to address voter apathy; that al-
lows them to address the kind of cor-
ruption that I have talked about—both 
actual or corruption that is perceived. 

Mr. BENNETT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, I 
am interested and pleased to hear the 
Senator say he does not agree with 
those polled who say money buys votes 
and that the individual Members of the 
Senate are not corrupt. 

My question to the Senator, since he 
is a teacher by profession is, if that 
perception in the public is not true, 
why shouldn’t this teacher spend his 
time trying to educate the public as to 
what is true rather than to fall in with 
the sentiment expressed in the poll 
which is inaccurate? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I actually have not finished laying out 
the amendment. 

To my colleague from Utah, I was 
saying the huge percentage of people 
who believe this to be the case troubles 
me. I certainly do not believe that in a 
majority of cases of Senators whom I 
know, to the extent I know them—and 
I think I do—that that is the case, the 
‘‘money’’ vote way. I don’t think that 
is the link. 

That is my sense, not in an indi-
vidual way. 

I have also argued, and the Senator 
has heard me say this many different 
times, I do think we have a more seri-
ous kind of corruption, and it is the 
imbalance of power. It is systemic. 

Therefore, from my point of view, my 
colleague from Utah could be referring 
to one of two things: Either the state-
ment I gave on the floor the other day 
in which I said we have to change this 
system in order to give citizens faith in 
this political process—and they have 
every reason to believe that; unfortu-
nately, it is dominated by the few—or 
the Senator could be referring to this 
amendment. I hope not because all this 
amendment says is, whether one agrees 
or not with the perception, if people in 
Utah or people in Minnesota decide 
they want to put into effect com-
prehensive reform and cover our Fed-
eral elections, House and Senate races, 
as they are doing in the State elec-
tions, they should have the right. 

Mr. BENNETT. If I may, I was re-
sponding to the statement made by the 
Senator from Minnesota on the floor 
today when he talked about the poll. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am yielding for a 
question. 

Go ahead. I want to be clear I have 
the floor. 

Mr. BENNETT. Absolutely, and I ap-
preciate the courtesy of the Senator, 
and I shall not interrupt again. 

I have had the experience, the polls 
in Utah show a very large percentage 
of people holding the same opinion as 
the Senator from Minnesota has sub-
scribed. Because I am convinced that 
McCain-Feingold is, (a) unconstitu-
tional, and (b) unworkable, I have—— 

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask for the regular 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has the floor and 
may yield for a question. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased, for 
my colleague from Utah, to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator 
for his courtesy. 

I have had the experience of explain-
ing my position and once explaining, 
being endorsed. 

My question to the Senator is, again, 
if he disagrees with the position stated 
in the poll, even though it is held by 92 
percent of the respondents to that poll, 
inasmuch as he is a skilled, trained, 
and professional teacher, would he not 
spend his time well using his skills as 
a teacher educating these people in his 
State, as I have tried to do with the 
people in my State, rather than simply 
going along with them and saying if 
that is your position, I will follow it 
legislatively even though I disagree 
with it? Would that not be a better use 
of the Senator’s obvious teaching 
skills? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
the first part of the question I appre-
ciate. 

The second part of the question I 
might have a slightly different inter-
pretation. To the first part of the ques-
tion I want the Senator from Utah to 
know—for that matter, the Senator 
from Kentucky—that I believe in pub-
lic service, and I am honored to be 
here. 

I reject the across-the-board denigra-
tion of public service and people in 
public service when and if anyone does 
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that. I haven’t seen that done on the 
floor of the Senate. However, I hear 
people talking that way and I go out of 
my way to say to people that there are 
many Senators whom I have met, in-
cluding those who have a very different 
viewpoint, who I think have a highly 
developed sense of public service, who 
believe in what they are saying, and 
believe in what they are doing. 

If the Senator were to ask me wheth-
er or not I tried as a Senator or teacher 
to speak to this notion that there is all 
this corruption and wheeling and deal-
ing and everything is cynical and ev-
erything is corrupted, absolutely I do 
because I don’t think that is true. 

On the second point, I think my time 
is well spent supporting the McCain- 
Feingold effort, and for that matter, 
supporting even more comprehensive 
reform. I do believe the money chase 
and the mix of money and politics—es-
pecially big money politics—has under-
cut what I hold most dear, which is 
this very noble and grand, wonderful, 
over-200-year experiment in self-rule 
that we have had in this country. 

I think this is a debate about rep-
resentative democracy. I believe we 
have to change the way we finance 
campaigns if we are to have a healthy, 
functioning, representative democracy. 

I thank my colleague for his ques-
tion. 

Madam President, if the American 
people, according to survey after sur-
vey, are going to say this system of fi-
nancing is out of control and they want 
an overhaul, then we owe it to them to 
get out of the way and let the States go 
ahead and move forward and do what 
we as a Congress have been unable to 
do. Just because the Senate can’t move 
on comprehensive reform doesn’t mean 
we should tie the hands of States. My 
colleagues can agree or disagree with 
what States will do, but give them the 
option. 

Let me give the legal context. My 
own State of Minnesota attempted to 
set up a system of public financing, a 
system for Federal candidates, 9 years 
ago in 1990 when the State legislature 
passed the law offering partial public 
financing to candidates, the congress of 
Minnesota. Unfortunately, the Federal 
Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit 
struck down Minnesota’s law in 1993 in 
Weber v. Heaney. The court ruled be-
cause the Federal Election Campaign 
Act did not specifically allow States to 
create this kind of voluntary public fi-
nancing program, then FECA prohib-
ited it. 

The amendment I am introducing 
corrects that by adding one simple sen-
tence to FECA which specifically al-
lows States to set up voluntary public 
financing programs for the election of 
their own members to the House or the 
Senate as long as no program violates 
any provision of the current Federal 
Election Campaign Act. 

The court said, given what we are 
dealing with, given existing law, we 
cannot go forward. If we change the 
law, it could very well be a different 

court decision. In other words, if a 
State wants to create a public financ-
ing fund and give its congressional can-
didates the option; it is a voluntary op-
tion of financing their campaigns whol-
ly or partially with public money rath-
er than the private contributions, then 
that State would be able to do so, 
again, provided there are no violations 
in the FECA provisions. 

I want to emphasize this amendment 
makes these programs strictly vol-
untary, as the system of public financ-
ing for the Presidential campaign is 
voluntary. Some States are already 
moving in this direction with regard to 
State and local elections. There is a lot 
of energy for this. Twelve States al-
ready offer partial public financing to 
candidates for State offices. In fact, 
one of the most advanced is in the 
State of Kentucky. In addition, four 
States have gone even further and re-
cently passed full or nearly full public 
financing systems for their State elec-
tions—Maine, Vermont, Massachusetts, 
and Senator MCCAIN’s State, the State 
of Arizona. 

Local and State elected officials, 
along with citizen activists in nearly 40 
States around the country, have 
launched the Elected Leadership 
Project 2000. And this is an all-out ef-
fort for comprehensive reform. 

I say to colleagues, if the people in 
our States want to strengthen Amer-
ican democracy, if they have the gump-
tion and they have the citizen politics 
to go forward with real reform that 
would get so much of the big money 
out of politics—that would really cre-
ate a level playing field, that would re-
inforce people’s faith in the elections, 
that would mean people could say 
these elections belong to us, this polit-
ical process belongs to us—and that is 
why there has been so much support for 
the clean money/clean elections initia-
tive—then my amendment says to Sen-
ators: Let them do it. You might not 
agree. But if your State wants to do 
what Maine has done and Maine says 
we want to apply this to Congress as 
well, then Maine should be able to do 
it; Minnesota should be able to do it; 
Kentucky should be able to do it, Utah 
should be able to do it. 

This legislation goes to the root 
cause of a system which is founded on 
private special interest money, and it 
cures the disease. 

I hear colleagues talking about the 
need to tighten up campaign finance 
laws. The problem is not what is ille-
gal; the problem is what is legal. The 
real problem is that most of what is 
wrong with this current sick system is 
perfectly legal. It is perfectly legal, 
those huge amounts of money, hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars in soft 
money contributions that Senator 
FEINGOLD and Senator MCCAIN are try-
ing to prohibit and which prohibition 
too many Senators are trying to 
block—huge amounts of personal, indi-
vidual contributions that really, basi-
cally, very-high-income and wealthy 
people are able to contribute but the 

vast majority of people are not—all of 
which determine who gets to run, who 
gets elected; all of which determine the 
people who have the most access. 

We have moved so far away from the 
principle that each person should count 
as one, and no more than one, it is ab-
solutely frightening. We do not have 
elections any longer; we have auctions. 

Why don’t we get the big interested 
money out? We had this debate about 
corruption. Again, maybe it is only the 
appearance of corruption. But my 
friend Phil Stern, who is no longer 
alive, once wrote a book, ‘‘The Best 
Congress Money Can Buy.’’ He made 
the following argument in the book. I 
just thought of it. Bill Moyers, in a 
speech he gave called ‘‘The Soul Of De-
mocracy,’’ made the same argument. 

Imagine what it would be like— 
maybe some people had a chance to 
watch the ball games last night—imag-
ine what it would be like if umpires or 
referees received huge contributions 
from the players of the different teams 
before the baseball game or before the 
football game. Would you have any 
confidence that they would be ren-
dering impartial decisions? You might 
be worried that they would not be. In a 
way, we have something similar to 
that here. We make all these different 
decisions about health care and health 
insurance reform, about telecommuni-
cations legislation, banking legisla-
tion, where we are going to make budg-
et cuts, labor legislation—across-the- 
board. At the same time we receive all 
these contributions, we are the ref-
erees; we are the umpires; we are going 
to make the decisions. It looks ter-
rible. It looks awful. It looks awful to 
people in the country. 

What I am saying is that if, in fact, 
we want to give people an opportunity 
to have more confidence in their polit-
ical process, then I think we ought to 
go forward and we ought to agree to 
this amendment. 

I have two final points. I have been 
waiting for a long time. I will be done, 
but I want to make two final points. 

First of all, I have heard it said that 
people do not care. 

I do not think that is true at all. I 
think people have reached the conclu-
sion that when it comes to their con-
cerns, they are of little matter in the 
Congress. I think people have reached 
the conclusion that the influence of 
private wealth and power is strongly 
felt; that it shapes the acts and policies 
of government; that money crawls the 
halls of the Capitol and the halls of the 
White House. 

No one in politics today can deny the 
shaping influence of money on public 
acts. Few people who contribute vast 
sums of money to political campaigns 
do it just out of profound ideological 
beliefs. They do it in part because they 
do have some hope for gain. It is an un-
derstandable ambition for those indi-
vidual figures, but one to which public 
figures should not yield their larger 
commitment to all Americans. That is 
what this debate is about, whether or 
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not we as public figures maintain a 
larger commitment to all the people in 
our country, not just the people who 
have the financial wherewithal to 
make these contributions. That is what 
this debate is about. 

In my view, until we take the big 
money out of politics, our historic 
drive for more opportunities for citi-
zens, for more justice, for a better life 
for all the people, for improving the 
standard of living for all the people in 
our country, for really investing in 
children’s lives, for making our coun-
try a better America, that drive will 
continue to be diverted and frustrated 
and ultimately denied. 

This issue is the core issue, and this 
amendment I have introduced simply 
says to my colleagues we ought to, if 
we are not going to go forward with 
comprehensive reform but at the State 
level our States want to have clean 
money/clean elections, and they want 
to apply it on a voluntary basis to 
races to the House of Representatives 
and the Senate, then they ought to be 
able to do so. 

I do not see why we would not have 
strong bipartisan support for this 
amendment because, frankly, I think, 
along with the efforts of Senator FEIN-
GOLD and Senator MCCAIN—Senator 
MCCAIN and Senator FEINGOLD—the en-
ergy for the reform is going to come at 
the grassroots level; it is going to come 
at the State level. That is what this 
public campaign has been about all 
across this country. That is what the 
victory in Arizona was about. That is 
what the victories in Massachusetts, 
Vermont, and Maine were all about. 
That is what people in my State tried 
to do 9 years ago. Let’s just pass a law 
that would enable States to move for-
ward. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Arizona, Mr. MCCAIN, is recognized. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I 
move to table amendment No. 2299 and 
ask consent the vote occur at 5:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Reserving the 
right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky reserves the right 
to object. 

Is the Senator objecting? 
Mr. REID. I could not hear. The Sen-

ator moved to table the Reid amend-
ment; at what time would the vote 
occur? 

Mr. MCCAIN. It was agreeable to the 
leadership. I was told they wanted a 
vote at 5:45, but I would be willing to 
set the time for that vote at any time. 
I am told by staff, 5:45 is the time for 
the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. May I inquire 
which amendment we are talking 
about. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I will be glad to explain 
to the Senator from Kentucky. It is ba-
sically the soft money amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Reid 
amendment, No. 2299. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. And the request 
is—— 

Mr. MCCAIN. Table. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Table the Reid 

amendment. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

was a unanimous request pending to 
have the vote occur at 5:45. Is there ob-
jection? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. To have the ta-
bling vote on the Reid amendment 
occur at 5:45? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the request. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. That is the re-
quest of the Senator from Arizona? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the request. Is there objection? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Reserving the 
right to object. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, in 
the interest of time, I would be glad to 
move to table the Reid amendment, 
which does not require unanimous con-
sent, and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona has the floor. 
Mr. REID. If the Senator from—— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-

tion is not debatable. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I suggest the absence of 

a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the tabling motion occur at 
5:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I 

want my colleagues to know this is a 
defining vote of this debate. This is a 
defining vote because it all has to do 
with soft money. This is the funda-
mental proposition that the Senator 
from Wisconsin and I are propounding. 

There has been parliamentary ma-
neuvering. There has been substitutes. 
There has been a filling up of the tree. 
There have been a lot of things that 
have been going on which have sort of 
not surprised me but disappointed me. 

Friday, on the other side, for reasons 
that are still not clear to me, the Sen-
ator from Nevada, and others, chose 
not to allow the amending process to 
go forward. On this side, we have had 
some delays, which I would argue were 
not particularly helpful to the process. 

So this tabling motion of the Reid 
amendment is basically a defining vote 
on whether or not we want to ban soft 
money. I intend to vote not to table 
the Reid amendment. I would hope that 
my colleagues would vote not to table 
the Reid amendment. Then we will 
have the Senate on record as to wheth-
er we are for or against soft money in 
American political campaigns. 

On Friday, Senator KERREY of Ne-
braska—it is funny; we were talking 
about this today at the Vietnam Vet-
erans Memorial luncheon today that 
Senator HAGEL and I attended, that 
there is kind of an interesting relation-
ship that exists between those of us 
who had the privilege of serving in that 
conflict. 

One of the traits I find true with Sen-
ator HAGEL, Senator CLELAND, Senator 
ROBB, and Senators KERREY and 
KERRY, is that there is a certain degree 
of honesty and straightforwardness 
which I find extremely attractive. 

Senator KERREY, on Friday, who is 
also the former chairman of the Sen-
atorial Campaign Committee, said: 

There will be all kinds of amendments of-
fered to change the bill, some of which I sup-
port strongly. It seems to me our only 
chance of getting this legislation passed is to 
stick as closely as possible to the bill we cur-
rently have in front of us. 

He went on to say, in an exchange 
with the Senator from Wisconsin: 

I wonder if the Senator from Wisconsin 
will tell me if what I am saying is true. I like 
Shays-Meehan. I like the bill. The junior 
Senator from Nebraska, Mr. HAGEL, has an 
amendment I like as well. 

He goes on to talk about: 
. . . It makes it much more likely we will 

fail to break a filibuster and, as a con-
sequence of that failure, fail to enact legisla-
tion, and as a consequence of that, we will 
never go to conference and never change the 
law. 

Then Senator KERREY of Nebraska 
went on to say: 

. . . The Senator is very kind to say I have 
always been a supporter. Actually, I have 
not always been a supporter . . . Speaking of 
campaign finance reform. 

He says: 
When I came to the Senate in 1989, this was 

not a very important issue. Indeed, at one 
point, I joined the Senator from Kentucky, 
Mr. MCCONNELL, to defeat campaign finance 
reform. 

Then I had the experience of going inside 
the beast in 1996, 1997, and 1998 when I was 
Chairman of the Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Committee—I do not want to raise 
a sore subject for the Senator from Maine. It 
changed my attitude in two big ways: One, 
the apparent corruption that exists. People 
believe there is corruption. If they believe it, 
it happens. We all understand that. If the 
perception is it is A, it is A, even though we 
know it may not be, and the people believe 
the system is corrupt. 

Equally important to me, I discovered in 
1996, 1997, and 1998 that there are men and 
women who would love to serve. They say: I 
can’t be competitive; I can’t possibly raise 
the money necessary to go on television; Oh, 
and by the way, my reputation could get 
damaged as a consequence of what could be 
said on television against me. 

He went on to say: 
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I am persuaded this law needs to be 

changed for the good of the Republic, for the 
good of democracy. I hope Members, such as 
myself, who are enthusiastic about changing 
that law will take the advice of the Senator 
from Wisconsin and the Senator from Ari-
zona to heart because we may have to vote 
against things we prefer in order to make 
certain we get something that not only we 
want but the Nation desperately needs. 

Madam President, it is impossible for 
me to elaborate on that kind of com-
ment from my esteemed colleague and 
American hero, BOB KERREY of Ne-
braska. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Will the Senator 
from Arizona yield for a question? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I would be glad to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Let me clarify what 
the Senator from Arizona is attempt-
ing in moving to table the Reid amend-
ment. 

I would ask the Senator from Ari-
zona, when we take this vote on ta-
bling, will you regard this vote on the 
Reid amendment as a true test of the 
question we have been asking our col-
leagues, and that question is, Are you 
for or against soft money? 

Would the Senator from Arizona re-
gard that vote as a procedural vote or 
a vote up or down on the question of 
whether you are for or against soft 
money? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I would like to respond 
to my friend. 

I am hearing that the distinguished 
majority leader may try to remove the 
bill from the consideration on the floor 
of the Senate tomorrow. We know that 
it is cluttered with various amend-
ments, some of them very important. 
The Senator from Minnesota spoke 
very eloquently in favor of his amend-
ment, which I am sure has some merit. 

But the crux and heart of this matter 
is soft money. We all know that. I 
worry if we do not get this vote, that 
we could possibly reach a situation 
where the Senate is gridlocked; and 
eventually, over time, obviously, we 
would not even have recorded votes on 
this important and crucial issue. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Can the Senator re-
call any other occasion in which the 
Senate has voted up or down on the 
question of whether to ban party soft 
money? 

Mr. MCCAIN. It is my understanding 
the Senate has never voted up or down 
on that specific issue, at least since 
1907, when, thanks be to one of the 
greatest Republicans and greatest 
Presidents in history, Theodore Roo-
sevelt, who alleged there was corrup-
tion at that time—and I will include 
many of his remarks in the RECORD— 
because of the influence of major cor-
porations and robber barons and spe-
cial interests on the American political 
process, I believe the Senate did vote 
to ban soft money. And I believe that 
statute is still on the books. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Again, I ask a fur-
ther question. I appreciate that answer 
because I think the problem we have 
had is we have not had a chance to get 
to the question of whether you are for 

or against unlimited contributions. For 
year after year, it appears that—and I 
ask the Senator from Arizona to con-
firm—we keep trying to get to this 
vote, but we never seem to be able to 
get right at it; the bill is pulled or a ta-
bling motion is made on the overall 
bill or something, a cloture motion is 
filed. It is amazing, after 5 years, we 
have never gotten to this. But appar-
ently we are about to. 

Let me ask one other question, if I 
could, because the Senator from Or-
egon consulted me on this. Senator 
WYDEN, who does not limit himself to 
supporting our efforts, has been, in my 
mind, one of the strongest advocates of 
campaign finance reform in this body. 
He has been creative and has a number 
of interesting ideas of his own that I 
like very much. He asked me—and I 
certainly think you will answer the 
same way I did—whether or not, after 
this motion is disposed of one way or 
another, Senators will still have the 
chance to amend the bill. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Of course. Of course. I 
hope that would move the process for-
ward, once we are on record. And per-
haps that might increase our chances 
of reaching 60 votes, I would say to my 
friend. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator 
for bringing us to the point where fi-
nally we can have an up-or-down vote 
on soft money. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I would be glad to. 
Mr. REID. I offered an amendment on 

Friday to establish a procedure where-
by there would be a vote to determine 
whether or not we would invoke clo-
ture on the so-called soft money ban. Is 
the Senator aware of that? The Sen-
ator from Arizona has indicated and I 
may be paraphrasing the words; that 
there were games being played and 
Senators were not being allowed to 
offer amendments. 

I say to my friend from Arizona, the 
Senator from Minnesota offered an 
amendment today. Amendments could 
have been offered Friday. Will the Sen-
ator acknowledge that having the two 
amendments, one being ‘‘McCain-Fein-
gold lite’’ and the original version of 
the McCain-Feingold bill, that we 
should be able in this body to vote on 
both those matters? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I say to my friend, first 
of all, I never argued that games were 
being played. I would not make that al-
legation. I believe the Senator from 
Kentucky and I had a colloquy on Fri-
day where it was clear that the situa-
tion was such that even if an amend-
ment were considered on Friday and 
adopted, it would have fallen with a 
vote on the underlying legislation that 
was pending, which I think correctly, 
in the view of the Senator from Ken-
tucky, made further amendments and 
debate meaningless. I see the Senator 
from Kentucky is on the floor. I think 
that was his comment. If he disagrees, 
I will be glad to yield for a question 
from him in that respect. On Friday, I 

was disappointed, and I think the Sen-
ator from Kentucky was, that we didn’t 
move forward with genuine amend-
ments that would have stood or fallen 
on their own merit. 

I am glad to yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky for a question on that. 

Mr. REID. If I could just ask one 
more question, maybe the Senator 
could respond to both of them. I say to 
my friend from Arizona, I have stated 
publicly and privately, both outside 
these Chambers and inside these Cham-
bers, about the work that is being done 
by the Senator from Arizona and the 
Senator from Wisconsin, and indeed it 
has been a tremendous effort bringing 
this very important issue before this 
body. You have been undying in your 
efforts to bring this forward. You 
would acknowledge, would you not, 
that there are others in this body, 
other than the Senator from Wisconsin 
and the Senator from Arizona, who be-
lieve strongly that there should be 
some campaign finance reform? Would 
you acknowledge that? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Absolutely. 
Mr. REID. And would you also ac-

knowledge that your method in obtain-
ing campaign finance reform may not 
be the best way to go? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Absolutely. 
Mr. REID. I guess the point I want to 

make is that I am not sure I can put 
my many efforts on behalf of campaign 
finance reform next to that of the Sen-
ator from Arizona. He has done so 
much to move this issue forward. But I 
would say to my friend from Arizona— 
and I would like the Senator to either 
acknowledge whether or not this Sen-
ator believes strongly that there 
should be campaign finance reform. 
Even though my qualifications for as-
serting the need for campaign finance 
reform would not meet those of the 
Senator from Arizona, I think I am in 
the top 10 of members of this body who 
have been a strong advocate for reform. 
For example, I have given speeches on 
the Senate floor, since I came here 
with the Senator from Arizona in 1986, 
about the need for campaign finance 
reform. Would the Senator acknowl-
edge that? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I not only acknowledge 
it, but it is worthy of mention; the 
Senator from Nevada and I have been 
close and dear friends for nearly 20 
years. One thing I have tried to do dur-
ing the course of this debate is keep it 
from in any way personalizing or show-
ing any disrespect to any individual, no 
matter where they stand on this issue. 

I thank the Senator from Nevada. 
Did the Senator from Kentucky want 

to make a comment? 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to the Sen-

ator from Arizona, he is correct. My 
understanding Friday was and remains 
that the right side of the tree, which is 
what we normally amend around here, 
was filled by the two amendments and 
the two cloture votes. That effectively 
made additional amendments some-
what an exercise in futility. What I 
recommended to our side—and it has 
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been happening today—is that they dis-
cuss their amendments—I know Sen-
ator HAGEL is here to discuss his—and 
indicate that they would like to have 
had a vote, a meaningful vote, which 
would have been on the right side of 
the tree. 

So the Senator from Arizona does 
correctly state my opinion of Friday, 
which remains my opinion today. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

I agree with the Senator from Ne-
vada; there are many ways to approach 
the issue of campaign finance reform. I 
agree with him; there are many laud-
able aspects of campaign finance re-
form that deserve serious consider-
ation. 

One that doesn’t seem to surface as 
much as it should is free television 
time for candidates. The broadcasters 
receive $70 billion worth of free digital 
spectrum. It seems to me there should 
be some obligation along with one of 
the great rip-offs in the history of the 
United States of America. 

But we really are down to soft 
money, I say to the Senator from Ne-
vada. We are really down to that. We 
can build on that. There is no reform 
that could have any meaning unless it 
meant, at its fundamental heart, the 
banning of soft money. We have been 
through a number of debates about 
what independent campaigns do. 

By the way, before I leave the issue, 
I heard the Senator from Ohio say that 
banning of soft money does not in any 
way affect labor unions. Yesterday or 
the day before, there was a notice in 
the paper that the labor unions plan on 
spending $45 million in soft money in 
the upcoming campaign. I am afraid 
the Senator from Ohio is misinformed 
because this banning of soft money 
does enormous damage to the ability of 
labor unions to engage in the kind of 
practices we are trying to eliminate, 
just as much as it does the other side. 

I want to make perfectly clear, the 
reason that I and the Senator from 
Wisconsin are seeking to table or ask-
ing for a vote on a tabling motion is so 
we can have the Senate on record on 
the issue of soft money. If the Senate, 
in its wisdom, decides that we should 
table the Reid amendment and that we 
should, therefore, not ban soft money, 
then obviously this entire exercise is 
largely futile. I think there are about 
three Members on the other side who 
may not be voting who would vote for 
us, and I would take that into account 
in this vote because, really, this vote is 
about the intentions and the will of the 
Senate. 

The soft money reports from Com-
mon Cause: Soft money, CWA-COPE, 
$2,593,000; American Federation of 
State and County Municipal Employ-
ees, $2,334,000—these are obviously all 
Democrats—Service Employees Union, 
$1.5 million. I hope the Senator from 
Ohio will take a look at the enormous 
amount of money that is coming in 
from labor unions that he somehow be-
lieves would not be affected by a ban 
on soft money. 

Also, recently information came out 
that the Democratic Party is raising 
now as much soft money as the Repub-
lican Party, a very interesting turn of 
events. 

We have, at most, 48 hours left on 
this legislation. We have not made a 
lot of progress. It is time we did. I be-
lieve having the Senate on record on 
soft money is a very defining vote. I 
talked extensively with Senator FEIN-
GOLD about this before we decided to 
make this move. I hope my colleagues 
will vote not to table the Reid amend-
ment, which bans soft money. I hope 
my colleagues will vote not to table 
the McCain tabling motion of the Reid 
amendment. 

I believe Senator BENNETT is next 
under the unanimous consent agree-
ment. I believe both Senators HAGEL 
and WYDEN have been waiting. I don’t 
know what the disposition of that is. 

Senator REID? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, Senator BENNETT is 
to be recognized at the conclusion of 
Senator MCCAIN’s speech. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I think Senator HAGEL 

was here first. Is that OK? 
Mr. REID. If the Senator from Utah 

will yield. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I haven’t yielded the 

floor. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, what 

we should do, in keeping with what we 
have done earlier in the day—Senator 
BENNETT is opposed to the legislation; 
he is going to speak next. Senator 
WYDEN, who is in favor of the legisla-
tion, should speak next after the Sen-
ator from Utah, and then we should go 
to Senator HAGEL. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask that I may fol-
low after Senator HAGEL. 

Mr. REID. For the information of 
Members, Senator BENNETT—how long 
is he going to speak? 

Mr. BENNETT. I was planning to—— 
Mr. REID. He has been here for 2 

days. 
Mr. BENNETT. I was planning to dis-

cuss the amendment that I was unable 
to offer. I want to spend 15 minutes or 
so on that. Then I want to make a gen-
eral statement about the bill. I will try 
not to get overly enthusiastic about 
my arguments, but I might get carried 
away for another 20 minutes or so 
about that, so between 30 or 40 min-
utes. I will do my best to restrain my-
self. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I 
still have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has the floor. 

Mr. REID. I am sorry. If I may—— 
Mr. MCCAIN. I think I have con-

sumed 7 or 8 minutes. I hope the Sen-
ator from Utah will recognize that 
both the Senator from Nebraska and 
the Senator from Oregon have been 
here for a long time. I hope he would 
give them the opportunity to speak be-
fore the 5:45 vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from Arizona making a unani-

mous consent request that after the 
Senator from Utah has finished his re-
marks, the Senator from Oregon would 
be recognized, followed by the Senator 
from Nebraska, followed by the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator making such a request? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I am glad to make that 
request. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, the Senator from Oregon wishes 
to speak for 15 minutes. This is so 
other Members will have an idea about 
what is going on. The Senator from Ne-
braska wishes how much time? 

Mr. HAGEL. Twenty minutes. 
Mr. REID. I do not object. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I amend the unanimous 

consent agreement. The Senator from 
Utah would like how many minutes? 

Mr. BENNETT. I will be happy to do 
20 minutes on the bill itself and delay 
my 20 minutes on the amendment. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the Senator 
from Utah for his courtesy. I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from 
Utah be recognized for 20 minutes, the 
Senator from Oregon for 15 minutes, 
the Senator from Nebraska for 20 min-
utes, and then the Senator from Wis-
consin for 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I only ask if there is enough time 
to get us to 5:45. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Roughly. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah is recognized. 
Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, I 

appreciate the opportunity. I have been 
following this debate and, indeed, have 
been involved in it with great interest 
ever since it began. 

While I appreciate and, indeed, salute 
the sincerity with which the Senator 
from Arizona and the Senator from 
Wisconsin pursue their efforts to 
achieve what they sincerely believe 
will be good for our country, I must 
begin by stating that I am absolutely 
convinced that what they are pursuing 
would be bad for our country, would be 
bad for our political system, would be 
bad for campaigns in general, and 
would raise, rather than lower, the 
sense of frustration and disgust with 
the political system overall. 

That has been the history of cam-
paign finance reform. It has gone on in 
this town for decades. Every time, the 
reformers end up making things worse. 
I say that with all respect for the sin-
cerity with which they pursue their 
goal. But, in my opinion, the goal they 
are pursuing is not available to them 
through the route they are following. 

I wish to begin by quoting a column 
that appeared last week in the Wash-
ington Post written by Robert Samuel-
son. Robert Samuelson is not known as 
one of the more partisan of the polit-
ical commentators. He is basically con-
sidered an objective commentator, 
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spending more of his time on econom-
ics than other issues. But what he has 
to say about this issue captures what I 
believe about it so well that I am going 
to quote him at some length. 

He says: 
Few subjects inspire more intellectual con-

formity than ‘‘campaign finance reform.’’ 
All ‘‘right-thinking’’ people ‘‘know’’ that 
election spending is ‘‘out of control,’’ that 
the present system of campaign finance is 
corrupt and that only reactionaries block 
‘‘reform.’’ 

I think that captures exactly what 
we have been hearing on the floor— 
that all ‘‘right-thinking’’ people 
‘‘know’’ that election spending is out 
of control and the present system is 
corrupt and only reactionaries block 
‘‘reform’’. 

Then he goes on: 
Who cares if these common beliefs are ei-

ther wrong or wildly exaggerated—or that 
most ‘‘reforms’’ would do more damage to 
democracy than any harm they might cure? 
The case against ‘‘reform’’ is almost impos-
sible to make, because people’s minds are 
closed. 

That beginning of Mr. Samuelson’s 
column, as I say, perfectly captures 
how I feel about this issue. Here is the 
history—again, in previous debates, I 
have gone through the history at some 
length. Mr. Samuelson summarized 
well: 

The history of ‘‘campaign finance reform’’ 
is that every limit inspires new evasions. 
One possibility is that interest groups will fi-
nance more independent campaigns . . . to 
elect or defeat targeted candidates. ‘‘Re-
formers’’ view such ‘‘issue ads’’ . . . as 
shams. And so, the next step would be to 
curb such advertising, even if curbs flout the 
First Amendment. 

Mr. Samuelson then goes on with 
this very insightful quote from one of 
the reform groups that summarizes 
how this debate has crystallized: 

‘‘Any effort to reform issue advocacy 
spending in connection with federal elections 
must strike a regulatory balance between 
protecting political speech and protecting 
the integrity of our electoral process,’’ says 
one reform group. 

Well, as Mr. Samuelson says: 
The First Amendment says that ‘‘Congress 

shall make no law . . . abridging the freedom 
of speech.’’ There’s no mention [in the First 
Amendment] of ‘‘regulatory balance.’’ And if 
elections and ‘‘issue ads’’ aren’t about polit-
ical speech, what are they about? ‘‘Right 
thinking’’ people minimize the conflict be-
tween ‘‘campaign finance reform’’ and free 
speech, because it is inconvenient. 

Then Mr. Samuelson summarizes, 
and I think, again, this is the ultimate 
summary of the debate: 

As long as we have the First Amendment, 
the effort to regulate elections—under the 
guise of ‘‘campaign finance reform’’—is fu-
tile, self-defeating, and undesirable. The 
hysteria about money’s corrupting power 
worsens the very problem that reformers 
claim to deplore: public cynicism. But right- 
thinking people are oblivious to evidence or 
logic. They are at ease with their own re-
spectable conformity. 

I could not have done it better, so I 
didn’t try. That is why I quoted it at 
that length. Let’s go to the debate for 
a minute. By the way, I ask that I be 
informed when I have 5 minutes left. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be informed. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair. 
The Senator from New Jersey, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, took the floor a day or two 
ago to give us a glimpse of the real 
world that we are facing if certain por-
tions of this bill go forward. He was ar-
guing that we should not pass the sub-
stitute, commonly known as Shays- 
Meehan, because he said it will limit 
the speech of political parties and 
leave us to the mercies of special inter-
est groups. I wrote down some of the 
things he said. 

He said, ‘‘The debate will be fought 
by surrogates over our heads in a far 
larger context.’’ I agree with that abso-
lutely. If political parties are limited 
in the amount of soft money advocacy 
in which they can be involved but spe-
cial interest groups are not, special in-
terest groups will simply ignore the po-
litical party by the ads themselves. 

Mr. TORRICELLI laid out for us in 
great detail some of the stratagems 
that would be followed, thus validating 
the comments Robert Samuelson made 
about political money finding another 
way around, finding a new way to come 
into the arena. That is the real world 
we will face, and the junior Senator 
from New Jersey was exactly right in 
outlining how it will work. Yet we 
seem to go plowing ahead on the as-
sumption that somehow the real world 
will be different if we just show how 
honest and anxious we are to appear 
not to be corrupt. 

Let me give you some real-world ex-
amples. We have heard that from other 
Members of the Senate. People have 
talked about their own elections. I 
want to talk about several real-world 
examples from elections in which I 
have participated. 

Let’s go back to the 1998 election 
when I got reelected. My opponent 
complained about this very issue. He 
complained often and he complained as 
loudly as he could that somehow there 
is something broken about the system 
because, he said: I can’t raise enough 
money to compete with Senator BEN-
NETT. What is the matter with a sys-
tem where ordinary people can’t com-
pete? 

We pointed out to him in one of the 
debates that on the ticket with him 
was a sixth-grade schoolteacher run-
ning for Congress who raised more 
money than her incumbent opponent. 
What is the difference? The candidate 
for the Senate can’t raise enough 
money, he says, to compete with me, 
whereas another Democrat in the same 
State, a sixth-grade schoolteacher, can 
raise enough money to compete against 
a sitting Congressman. 

My opponent, by the way, according 
to his financial disclosure, is a million-
aire. The sixth-grade schoolteacher 
clearly is not. The sixth-grade school-
teacher clearly depends upon her pay-
check very heavily. The difference was 
not because of my personality or his 
personality. The difference was that 
the people who are involved in pro-

viding money for political races make 
a very cold calculation as to what your 
chances are. 

When I first ran for the Senate, and I 
came to this town, and I did the circuit 
of all of these terrible places we have 
been hearing about on this floor asking 
them for money, they did not ask me 
what I believed. They didn’t ask me, 
what will our access be if we give you 
money? They didn’t say to me, gee, we 
want to know your positions before we 
decide. They wanted to know if I had a 
chance of winning because, they said: 
We don’t back losing horses. And they 
were convinced I was a losing horse, 
and they didn’t give me any. I went out 
of this town empty-handed. 

I was outspent 3 to 1, with my oppo-
nent in a primary in the State of Utah 
spending $6.2 million. That sets a 
record on a per vote cast that I don’t 
think has ever been broken. I was able 
to put my message across with a third 
of that amount, and I beat him, at 
which point people started to say: All 
right, now we will talk to you, because 
now that you have won the Republican 
nomination, it looks as if you may 
have an opportunity. 

The problem my opponent had had 
nothing to do with his positions, had 
nothing to do with his own bank ac-
count, had nothing to do with his own 
personality. It was simply that he was 
perceived as a loser and the people who 
were giving money decided they didn’t 
want to back a loser. 

But here comes a sixth-grade school-
teacher with no money in the bank and 
no political experience of any kind, and 
they thought she might be a winner, so 
she got all the money she needed. She 
didn’t win. One of the reasons she 
didn’t win is very appropriate to this 
debate. She signed the term limit 
pledge; her opponent did not. 

So Americans for Term Limits—or 
whatever they are called—came into 
that congressional district with a 
whole series of issue ads attacking her 
opponent, attacking him for his failure 
to sign the term limit ad. This is a spe-
cial interest group with soft money. We 
have no idea where it came from. We 
have no idea in what amounts it was 
raised. We have no idea who signed on 
because they are not under the FEC. 
But they exercised their constitutional 
right. They came into the Second Con-
gressional District in the State of 
Utah, and they flooded the airwaves 
with some of the nastiest, most vicious 
political ads I have ever seen attacking 
the incumbent Congressman. 

What happened? Early polls showed 
that the sixth-grade schoolteacher was 
going to beat the incumbent Congress-
man. She had more money than he did. 
She had momentum. Then these ads 
started to run, and the reaction on the 
part of the voters in the second dis-
trict—I heard it everywhere I went 
campaigning—was: We hate those ads. 
How can Lily Eskelson be so vicious as 
to run those ads? 

She then went on the air, and she 
said: I am not running them. I don’t 
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have anything to do with them. This is 
a special interest group. All I did was 
sign the term limit pledge, and Con-
gressman COOK didn’t. 

Congressman COOK went on the air 
and said: I am the victim of a smear 
campaign. And in the minds of many 
voters, it was Lily Eskelson who was 
doing the smearing. She had absolutely 
no control over the ads. If she had, she 
would have pulled them. But she 
didn’t. It was the special interest group 
that was exercising its constitutional 
right, and there was nothing she could 
do about it. 

Congressman COOK appropriately pro-
tested: How can you attack me for vio-
lating term limits when I am running 
for my first reelection? He had only 
been in Congress one term. They were 
attacking him for being part of the sys-
tem and not signing the term limit 
pledge that would have given him three 
terms. He said: Don’t come after me 
until I have served at least the three 
terms you think are appropriate. 

I think the special interest ads in the 
second district had a significant im-
pact on the outcome of that election. 

I point this out. Here is a sixth-grade 
schoolteacher with no money who is 
able to outspend and outfundraise her 
opponent because those who put up the 
money thought she has a chance to 
win. That is the criterion, nothing else. 
She lost the race because a special in-
terest group came in and flooded the 
district with their ads, thinking they 
were helping her but were in fact hurt-
ing her. 

If we say that political parties can-
not defend themselves against these 
special interest ads, we will do exactly 
the thing about which the Senator 
from New Jersey talked. We will create 
a situation where the candidates be-
come unimportant, and the special in-
terest, in the words of the Senator 
from New Jersey, ‘‘fight over our heads 
in a far larger context.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair. 
This is the real world. The real world 

is a world in which attempts to get 
around the first amendment and at-
tempts to find ways to regulate polit-
ical speech backfire against the re-
formers, and they do not work. 

One last description out of the real 
world. We have heard a lot on this floor 
this afternoon about access. All right, 
maybe we are not corrupt. We had that 
debate earlier last week whether or not 
we are all corrupt. So now we are being 
told, well, no, we are not corrupt. At 
least we have made that clear—not to 
Maureen Dowd, but to a lot of other 
people we are at least not corrupt. But 
we are somehow tainted by virtue of 
the fact that we can’t control this ac-
cess, and access becomes the issue 
rather than corruption. 

As I said once before, the easiest way 
to get access to me is to be a voter reg-
istered in the State of Utah. I will take 
your call, and I will have you come 
into my office. But my opponent in 

this last election raised this issue of 
access in this context. As it so hap-
pens, he has been lobbying me for the 
entire time I have been in the Senate 
about a program of which he is in 
favor. He successfully lobbied me. I 
agree with him on their program. It is 
microcredit. I have done everything I 
can as a member of the Appropriations 
Committee to increase the appropria-
tions for microcredit. And, frankly, I 
have been successful. All I did during 
the campaign was ask him this one 
question: Every time you came to see 
me to try to lobby on behalf of micro-
credit, did anyone in my office ever ask 
you if you had made a political con-
tribution to Senator BENNETT? 

He immediately said: No, no one ever 
asked me that question. 

I said: Then why do you stand here 
and claim that access is for sale when 
you, now my opponent in this race, 
have had full access to my office for 
the entire 6 years I’ve been here? 

It boils down to those who are cor-
rupt will be corrupt regardless of the 
system; those who are not corrupt will 
not be corrupt regardless of the sys-
tem. 

For those who say we are now far 
worse than we ever were, I offer two 
last comments. No. 1, when I moved 
into the Dirksen Building, I noticed 
there was a safe in every Senator’s of-
fice. My father was here when the 
Dirksen Building was built. Let me 
state why there is a safe in every of-
fice—for the Senators to put the cash 
they receive in their offices from peo-
ple who come to see them. That doesn’t 
mean they are corrupt. My father was 
not corrupt. But I watched him receive 
an envelope full of cash in his office in 
the Dirksen Building, and I watched 
him open the safe and put it in there. 
It happened, by the way, to have come 
from one of the senior Senators on the 
Democratic side of the aisle who said, 
‘‘I don’t want any other Republican to 
be the ranking member of my com-
mittee; I want you to win, Wallace, and 
I raised this money for you.’’ 

It was $5,000, which in those days was 
in excess of 5 percent of the total cost 
of a campaign. Dad put it in his safe in 
the Dirksen Building. When my office 
was renovated recently in the Dirksen 
Building, what did I do? I took the safe 
out because I have never used it, and I 
don’t think any other Senators ever 
use it. We don’t get offered cash in our 
offices anymore. 

Second, David McCullough wrote the 
biography of whom many considered 
the most incorruptible President we 
have ever had, Harry Truman. In his 
biography of Harry Truman, David 
McCullough reports that the highest 
paid individual on Harry Truman’s 
staff was Bess Truman, who lived in 
Missouri and never came to Wash-
ington or entered the Senator’s office. 
Why was she his highest paid staff 
member? Because Senators routinely 
did that in order to be able to live on 
their salaries. 

According to Mr. McCullough, Harry 
Truman was terrified the people of Mis-

souri would find out he was paying 
Bess the highest permissible salary so 
he and Bess could handle the financial 
challenges of serving in the Senate. 
Was Harry Truman corrupt? No. Even 
in a corrupt system, and I am sure 
there are Senators who were, he was 
not a corrupt man. There may have 
been an appearance but the appearance 
did not mean the reality. 

They changed the system. We are 
now paid a living wage. We don’t do 
that anymore. We don’t put our rel-
atives on the payroll and have them 
not show up. But let Members not sit 
here and say the system is far worse 
now than it ever used to be. Politics in 
America is as clean as it has ever been 
and far cleaner than it used to be. Let’s 
not do what Robert Samuelson warns 
against: In the name of campaign fi-
nance reform make things worse again. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Oregon, Mr. WYDEN, is recognized. 

Mr. WYDEN. I thank our colleague 
from Nebraska for his thoughtfulness. 
He has been waiting a long time, as 
well. 

I am a supporter of the McCain-Fein-
gold bill, this iteration, as with all oth-
ers. It is an important step in the right 
direction. However, I believe the big-
gest problem is that campaigning in 
America has become a never-ending 
money chase. There is an election the 
first Tuesday in November. People 
sleep in on Wednesday and all the fund-
raising starts all over again on Thurs-
day. It is truly a permanent campaign. 

If I had my way, if I could write my 
version of what the Senate ought to do 
on campaign finance, we would look at 
some sort of approach along the lines 
of what is used in several countries in 
Europe. They confine their elections to 
several months over a period of a cou-
ple of years. Money can be raised. It 
has to be disclosed. It is spent. They 
have their election, and, heaven forbid, 
after a few months of campaigning, 
they go back to tackling the issues 
that all Members get an election cer-
tificate for—to improve health care, 
education, to try to stuff the nuclear 
genie back into the bottle, to create an 
opportunity for people who work hard 
and play by the rules. 

We are, obviously, not going to get 
that kind of reform, although I have 
been amazed in the last few days when 
I have colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle say they like that and wish there 
was a bipartisan Senate task force to 
look at something similar. That really 
would be reform. We could spend most 
of our time doing a job for which we 
were elected. 

For now, we are limited to steps that 
can be taken immediately that are ef-
fective. I have come to the floor this 
afternoon to talk about a step that 
Senator JEFF BINGAMAN and I have de-
veloped. It is an important step in the 
view of Senator BINGAMAN and myself. 
It limits negative campaigning. 

My view from personal experience is 
negative ads are similar to a virus. 
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1 424 U.S. 1, 25 (1976) (quoting Kusper v. Pontikes, 
414 U.S. 51, 57 (1973) ). 

2 Id. at 25 (quoting NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 
449, 460–61 (1958) ). 

3 Id. (citing CSC v. Letter Carriers, 413 U.S. 548, 567 
(1973) ). 

4 Id. at 27–28. 
5 Id. at 14–15. 
6 Id. at 57, fin. 65 (noting that ‘‘[j]ust as a can-

didate may voluntarily limit the size of the con-
tributions he chooses to accept, he may decide to 
forgo private fundraising and accept public fund-
ing.’’) 

7 Id. at 97–104 (finding also that conditioning re-
ceipt of public funding on complying with spending 
limits was a less onerous restriction than those in 
the ballot access cases with respect to minor and 
new parties.) 

8 That is, a candidate could legally not choose to 
comply with the broadcast attribution requirements 
and still purchase broadcast time at a price higher 
than the lowest unit rate. 

9 47 U.S.C. § 312(a)(7). 
10 453 U.S. 367 (1981). See also, Farmers Educational 

and Cooperative Union v. WDAY, 360 U.S. 525 (1959) 
(upholding F.C.C. equal time requirements.) 

11 395 U.S. 367, 394 (1969). 

They infect everyone with whom they 
come in contact. In the special election 
to replace Bob Packwood in the Sen-
ate, unfortunately I didn’t say no to 
some of those media consultants who 
told me to win, I had to just rip in to 
our colleague, my friend, Senator GOR-
DON SMITH, with negative ads. I should 
have known immediately that all those 
negative ads run contrary to every-
thing I got involved with when I began 
the Gray Panthers in Oregon to try to 
practice good government, but I didn’t 
step in when I should have on the nega-
tive ads, and I regret it to this day. 

With a month to go before that spe-
cial election, I did tell my consultants 
I could not stand any longer the stench 
of the negative ads, and I told them to 
take them off the air. Moreover, I 
apologized to the people of Oregon. I 
said I made an error in judgment and it 
would not happen again. I ran my 1998 
campaign, I am proud to be able to say, 
without mentioning my opponent at 
all. 

I believe candidates ought to stand 
by their ads. They ought to be directly 
responsible for their ads. What Senator 
BINGAMAN and I will propose later this 
week is an approach we call ‘‘stand by 
your ad.’’ Specifically, the Bingaman- 
Wyden proposal says a candidate who 
mentions his or her opponent in a cam-
paign ad must do so in person in order 
to get the lowest unit rate for adver-
tising. Under current Federal commu-
nications law, broadcasters are re-
quired to sell commercial air time to 
candidates for Federal office at the 
lowest available price, known as the 
lowest unit broadcast rate. That means 
for 45 days prior to a primary or pri-
mary runoff, for 60 days prior to a gen-
eral election. In effect, everybody else 
in town—the car dealership, the res-
taurant, the tire manufacturer—has to 
subsidize politics. Their ad costs are 
greater because broadcasters have to 
give these cheaper rates during the 
election cycle. 

I think it is time to hold candidates 
personally responsible for their ads. I 
am amazed to find that all across the 
political spectrum I am joined in sup-
port of this idea. For example, in the 
House of Representatives, my Oregon 
colleague, GREG WALDEN, is a broad-
caster by profession. He doesn’t think 
this is bureaucratic or hard to comply 
with. He introduced in the House, as I 
did in the Senate, the ‘‘stand by your 
ad’’ approach that says candidates who 
mention their opponent have to do it in 
person to get the lowest unit rate. No 
first amendment violation here. 

I recently received from the Library 
of Congress a legal opinion stating it 
would be constitutional to put in place 
the Bingaman-Wyden amendment, and 
I ask unanimous consent that legal 
opinion be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 

Washington, DC, October 18, 1999. 
Memorandum To : Honorable Ron Wyden. 

Attention: Jeff Gagne, Legislative As-
sistant. 

From: L. Paige Whitaker, Legislative Attor-
ney, American Law Division. 

Subject: Constitutionality of Conditioning 
Receipt of Lowest Unit Rate for Federal 
Candidate Broadcast Communications on 
Compliance With Attribution Require-
ments. 

This memorandum is furnished in response 
to your request for an analysis of the con-
stitutionality of a proposed amendment to S. 
1593 (106th Cong.), ‘‘McCain/Feingold II,’’ 
which would amend 47 U.S.C. § 315(b) to re-
strict the availability of the lowest unit rate 
for campaign advertising, in which a federal 
candidate directly references an opponent, to 
only those radio and television broadcasts 
where the candidate personally makes the 
reference. That is, in the case of a television 
broadcast directly referencing an opponent, 
the candidate would be required to make a 
personal appearance and, in the case of a 
radio broadcast directly referencing an oppo-
nent, the candidate would be required to 
make a personal audio statement identifying 
the candidate, in order to qualify for the 
lowest unit rate. Such personal appearance 
and personal audio statements are often re-
ferred to as broadcast attribution require-
ments. 

In the landmark decision, Buckley v. Valeo, 
the Supreme Court made it clear that the 
right to associate is a ‘‘basic constitutional 
freedom’’ 1 and that any action that may 
have the effect of curtailing that freedom to 
associate would be subject to the strictest 
judicial scrutiny.2 The Court further as-
serted that while the right of political asso-
ciation is not absolute,3 it can only be lim-
ited by substantial governmental interests 
such as the prevention of corruption or the 
appearance thereof.4 

Employing this analysis, the Court in 
Buckley upheld the disclosure requirements 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
(FECA), noting that the ‘‘ability of the citi-
zenry to make informed choices among can-
didates for office is essential.’’ 5 Also of rel-
evance, the Buckley Court upheld the FECA 
presidential public financing provisions, 
which condition a candidate’s receipt of pub-
lic funding on the candidate voluntarily 
agreeing to limit spending.6 The Court found 
that the provisions did not infringe on free 
speech, but rather constituted a proper 
means of promoting the general welfare by 
actually encouraging public discussion and 
participation in the electoral process.7 

In view of the Supreme Court’s holdings in 
Buckley v. Valeo, it appears that the proposed 
amendment, to condition federal candidate 
receipt of the lowest unit rate for broadcast 
communications on candidates’ voluntarily 
agreeing to comply with certain attribution 
requirements, would be upheld as constitu-
tional. Similar to the FECA disclosure re-

quirements and presidential public financial 
provisions, the proposal could be found to 
provide important candidate information to 
the voting citizenry. Moreover similar to the 
presidential public financing provisions, due 
to its voluntary nature,8 the proposed 
amendment could be found not to infringe on 
free speech, but rather to promote the gen-
eral welfare by increasing public discussion. 

In addition, it appears that, requiring a 
radio or television broadcaster to condition 
providing federal candidates with the lowest 
unit rate for broadcast communications on 
candidates’ voluntarily agreeing to comply 
with certain attribution requirements would 
also pass constitutional muster under Su-
preme Court precedent upholding reasonable 
access and equal time requirements.9 For ex-
ample, in C.B.S. v. Federal Communications 
Commission, The Supreme Court considered 
a federal statute allowing the FCC to revoke 
a broadcast license if the broadcaster will-
fully or repeatedly failed to grant a federal 
office candidate reasonable access to airtime 
or denied a federal office candidate the abil-
ity to purchase reasonable amounts of 
airtime. Although the Court did not rule 
that there is a general right of candidate ac-
cess to the broadcast media, the majority 
held that the reasonable access statute con-
stitutionally provided, on an individual 
basis, legally qualified federal office can-
didates with special access rights.10 More-
over, as the Supreme Court found in Red 
Lion Broadcasting Co. v. F.C.C., ‘‘it does not 
violate the First Amendment to treat licens-
ees given the privilege of using scarce radio 
frequencies as proxies for the entire commu-
nity, obligated to give suitable time and at-
tention to matters of great public con-
cern.’’ 11 

It is arguable that the subject proposal is 
a less onerous burden on broadcast licensees 
than the equal time and reasonable access 
provisions. As the Supreme Court has upheld 
the constitutionality of the equal time and 
reasonable access requirements, it is likely 
that the proposed requirement, that broad-
cast licensees condition providing federal of-
fice candidates with the lowest unit rate for 
broadcast communications on candidate 
compliance with certain attribution restric-
tions, would likewise be upheld. 

L. PAIGE WHITAKER, 
Legislative Attorney. 

Mr. WYDEN. We have a proposal the 
law division of the Library of Congress 
believes is constitutional which has 
been introduced by broadcaster GREGG 
WALDEN, a conservative Republican 
serving in the other body. It is a 
chance to take a practical step to deal 
with these negative ads. I believe it is 
possible to have a real debate about 
public issues without taking an ap-
proach that coarsens the public dialog 
and alienates so many people from the 
political process. 

I am very proud that Senator SMITH 
and I put out a bipartisan agenda for 
the people of our State. We said, on im-
portant things for our State, that poli-
tics is going to stop at the State’s bor-
ders. We said we do not want a part of 
the negative politics practiced in that 
special election to replace Bob Pack-
wood. Frankly, Senator GORDON SMITH 
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summed it up pretty well when we 
talked about those negative ads after 
he was elected to the Senate and people 
were talking about our working to-
gether. He asked me how I felt when he 
ran his ads; how my kids looked at 
those ads? 

I said: Well, GORDON, they were pret-
ty upset by those ads. 

He said: What did you tell your 
daughter? 

I said: GORDON, I said when you ran 
those ads, me looking like I hadn’t 
shaved for a couple of weeks, like a 
convict who had just gotten out of pris-
on, I told my daughter Lilly, ‘‘GORDON 
SMITH doesn’t mean those things. He’s 
just kidding, Lilly. He doesn’t mean 
those negative ads.’’ 

GORDON, to his credit, said on tele-
vision to the people of Oregon: I want 
to tell Lilly Wyden she’s right. I didn’t 
really mean those things I was saying 
about her dad. 

Madam President, colleagues, we all 
know that this system is out of kilter. 
We all know that. Clearly we are going 
to have to take some bold steps in a bi-
partisan way to put it back on track. 
But I ask my colleagues to look seri-
ously at the proposal that Senator 
BINGAMAN and I will bring to the floor 
later this week. It is a practical step 
that we could take against the virus of 
negative ads, negative ads that produce 
this spiraling effect where each side 
runs one that is more negative than 
the previous one, and the public is 
alienated. 

Our proposal, based on the analysis 
done by the law division of the Con-
gressional Research Service, is con-
stitutional. Frankly, it is a lot less in-
trusive than a variety of requirements 
imposed on broadcasters right now. 
Broadcast licensees have to comply 
with equal time and reasonable access 
provisions. The Supreme Court has 
upheld them. The proposal we made 
that broadcast licensees providing the 
lowest unit rate available to can-
didates actually make the candidates 
offer their statements in person is one 
I am absolutely convinced the Supreme 
Court will uphold. They upheld the 
equal time and reasonable access provi-
sion. They will uphold this one as well. 

It is time to change the current com-
munications law and require, when 
candidates reference their opponent in 
a radio or television ad, that they have 
to appear in order to qualify for the 
lowest unit rate. If they do not want 
the lowest unit rate, they can go about 
the business of having various anony-
mous groups and sources continue to 
attack their opponent. But I do not 
think there ought to be a constitu-
tional right to a broadcasters subsidy— 
that is what we have today—and, fortu-
nately, the Library of Congress agrees 
with me. I think candidates ought to 
stand by their ads. Candidates for pub-
lic office in the future ought to have 
greater direct responsibility for their 
ads. 

The amendment Senator BINGAMAN 
and I have prepared would do just that. 

It is a complement to the proposal of-
fered by Republican Congressman 
GREGG WALDEN in the other body. I 
hope my colleagues will look favorably 
on it. As one who comes to the floor 
today to talk about this negative ad 
question with personal experience, I 
will tell you I believe this issue, this 
question of the corrosive, ugly petti-
ness that has dominated so much of 
television advertising, ought to be at 
the top of the list of the reforms we 
pursue in this body. It ought to be at 
the top of our priority list, to look at 
ways to root out of American politics 
the negative nature of so much of this 
debate. 

We can have profound differences of 
opinion. We can have sharp and pro-
found differences of opinion without 
letting politics fall into the gutter of 
the negative, petty, ugly kind of poli-
ticking, as we have seen so many good 
people—good people—get caught up in 
across this country. 

My colleague, Senator BINGAMAN, 
will have more to say about our joint 
proposal when he comes to the floor. I 
ask, again, when we get to this issue 
later in the debate, our colleagues look 
favorably on a proposal that I think 
will make a real difference in Amer-
ican politics and will begin to drain the 
swamp that has contaminated so much 
of our public dialog. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Nebraska, Mr. HAGEL, is now recog-
nized. 

Mr. HAGEL. Madam President, I rise 
in support of campaign finance reform. 
I first commend my colleagues, Sen-
ators MCCAIN and FEINGOLD, for their 
tireless efforts in keeping campaign fi-
nance reform alive and forcing the Sen-
ate to deal with its responsibilities. 

The debate about campaign finance 
reform is one we need to have. All of us 
who have the high privilege to hold of-
fice have a responsibility to bring open 
and accountable government to the 
American people. This begins with an 
open and accountable campaign financ-
ing system. The American people must 
have confidence in such a system. Con-
fidence in our political system is the 
essence of representative government. 
Our challenge has been to reform the 
excesses of the system while preserving 
the first amendment rights of all 
Americans to express themselves and 
engage in the political process. 

In recent years, this challenge has 
caused Congress to shrink from serious 
attempts at campaign finance reform. 
We are better than that. America de-
serves more than a vacuous sleepwalk 
through this debate. 

The Supreme Court has said Govern-
ment can regulate how campaign fi-
nances are regulated as long as, No. 1, 
regulations are kept to a reasonable 
minimum, and, No. 2, they are designed 
to prevent corruption or the appear-
ance of corruption. The appearance of 
corruption is a significant part of this 
debate. 

My colleagues are not a bunch of 
campaign finance bandits or thugs, but 
in a democracy where citizens freely 
choose their leaders, perception does 
matter because perception is directly 
connected to confidence. Voters lose 
faith in the integrity of the political 
system when they lose confidence in 
the system. As they become demor-
alized and detached, citizens lower 
their expectations and standards for 
public officeholders. That produces a 
problem that goes beyond any remedy 
we can offer here on the floor of the 
Senate. 

No amount of legislation can prevent 
scoundrels from exploiting campaign 
finance laws or any laws. We need to 
rise above partisan, ideological, per-
sonal rivalries and find common 
ground on campaign finance reform, 
elevate the debate, and enact relevant 
reforms. 

For me, disclosure is the core of cam-
paign finance reform. The overriding 
purpose of the campaign finance re-
forms enacted in the 1970s was to in-
crease transparency and accountability 
in the political system. Disclosure 
rules for all who participate in the po-
litical process need to be a part of 
whatever reform package we produce. 
The public needs to see who is writing 
the checks, and for how much. The 
voter needs to be aware of the flow of 
campaign dollars. We should not fear 
an educated and informed body politic. 
All elected officials have an obligation 
to be part of that educational process. 

In recent years, interest groups have 
come crashing into races in the home 
stretch, pouring huge amounts of 
money into radio and TV ads. All of us 
know stories of outside groups launch-
ing a late blitz of ads, moving poll 
numbers in the final weeks or days of a 
campaign, and then disappearing with-
out the public knowing who they were 
and how much they spent for or against 
the candidate. 

It is time to end this type of political 
stealth raid on campaigns. If individ-
uals and organizations are going to 
participate in the electoral process— 
and they should; we encourage all indi-
viduals and organizations to partici-
pate—then the extent of their partici-
pation should be revealed to the public. 
As long as the voter can see where the 
money is coming from, and where it is 
going, our system will retain its integ-
rity. I trust the American people to 
elevate this debate and evaluate the 
flow of money in campaigns. 

In addition to the disclosure, we need 
to look at soft money contributions to 
national party committees. I appre-
ciate the legitimate free speech and 
constitutional concerns in this area. 
Our purpose here is not to anticipate or 
resolve every hypothetical constitu-
tional challenge. Our job here is to 
make policy. If complications or hon-
est differences of interpretation and 
opinion result, that is why we have a 
judicial system. 

What I do know is this. The unac-
countable status quo on soft money 
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needs to be changed. Most constitu-
tional experts say an outright ban on 
soft money probably is unconstitu-
tional. Every court decision rendered 
so far on this issue has come down 
against an outright ban on soft money. 
But this unaccountable, unlimited 
flood of soft money cascading over 
America’s politics should be checked. 
We have constitutional limits on indi-
vidual contributions—so-called hard 
money. Why then should it be so out-
rageous to examine limits on soft 
money? What are we afraid of? 

We need to find a middle ground be-
tween the extremes of banning soft 
money and leaving it unlimited, a mid-
dle ground where compromise is pos-
sible. We should also raise limits on do-
nations of hard money by individuals 
and political action committees. This 
can be done by indexing individual con-
tributions to inflation. 

Raising the limits would have bene-
ficial effects. Individual contributors 
would have an impact comparable to 
what Congress intended when reforms 
were first enacted in the 1970s. There 
would be more focus on individual par-
ticipation in campaign financing. More 
campaign money would be under the 
direct control of candidates, making 
them more accountable for the spend-
ing and the conduct of their cam-
paigns. Remember, this is hard money, 
accountable money. 

These are the general principles be-
hind the amendment I wanted to talk 
about today. But before getting to the 
specifics of this amendment, I have to 
say a word about the current process. 
We need campaign finance reform, but 
we are not going to get it through the 
predicament in which we find ourselves 
today—limited opportunities for de-
bate, no opportunities for additional 
amendments, and no votes on those 
amendments. 

My colleagues, Senators ABRAHAM, 
DEWINE, GORTON, and THOMAS, and I 
had planned to offer amendments to 
McCain-Feingold today. Now we are 
left only with the opportunity to talk 
about the amendments we would have 
offered if we had been given a chance to 
do so. 

The amendments my colleagues and I 
intended to offer contained several sig-
nificant changes in current campaign 
finance law. I will focus on the ones my 
colleagues and I believe are most im-
portant. Our amendment, first, would 
limit to $60,000 a year the total amount 
of soft money the national party com-
mittees combined could receive from 
an individual, PAC, corporation, or 
union. 

A donor could give all $60,000 to one 
committee or spread the $60,000 over 
several committees. But the aggregate 
soft money donation could not exceed 
$60,000 per year. The limit would be in-
dexed for inflation in future years. All 
union and corporate donations still 
would be treated as soft money to be 
used only for party-building activities. 
Union and corporate donations would 
not be treated as hard money for use in 

express advocacy or transfers to Fed-
eral candidates. 

This is not a ban on financial support 
of parties. It is a return to the original 
intent of the campaign finance reforms 
of the 1970s, which worked until they 
were exploited and abused by, I might 
add, both parties. Nor is this a ban on 
political speech. There would remain 
many options. Donors who wanted to 
give more money for political speech 
could contribute to third party organi-
zations. 

I appreciate the legitimate free 
speech and constitutional concerns 
many of my colleagues and I have 
about these kinds of caps. This amend-
ment offers a compromise that address-
es the constitutional concerns while 
moving forward with reform legisla-
tion. 

If the cap were challenged in court 
within 30 days after taking effect, the 
cap would be suspended until the con-
clusion of the court challenge. It is 
time now to adjust and index hard 
money contributions to inflation. For 
an individual, contribution limits 
would increase, for example, from 
$1,000 to $3,000 per candidate per elec-
tion—and so it would go, for PACs and 
all committees. In future years, all 
limits would be indexed for inflation. 

I have heard the argument that rais-
ing the hard money limits would give 
the wealthy too much influence and ac-
cess. If we cap soft money and do not 
adjust the hard money limits, we will 
chase more money into the black hole 
of third party ads, where the public 
cannot view the flow of money. I want 
to bring more of that money into the 
sunlight, into the daylight, where the 
American people have access to who is 
giving money and how much. They can 
decide for themselves if a candidate 
has been ‘‘bought’’ by anyone. 

Financial disclosure is the core of 
any campaign finance reform. This 
amendment would take the rules on 
broadcast ads that apply now to can-
didates and extend them to all political 
broadcast ads. 

Under current Federal regulations, 
when a candidate places a political ad 
with a broadcaster, the broadcaster is 
required to keep a file on the ad that is 
open to any member of the public who 
wants to see it. In that file is a record 
of the following: The time the spots are 
scheduled to air, the overall amount of 
time purchased, and the rates at which 
the ads were purchased. This informa-
tion must be recorded immediately and 
made available for public inspection. 

Under current Federal regulations, 
when an interest group places a polit-
ical ad with a broadcaster, it does not 
have to meet the same requirements. 
The public cannot find out: Who 
bought the ad, when the ad will run, 
how much time was purchased, and 
how much was paid for the ad. It is 
closed from public view. 

This amendment would require that 
interest group ads relating to any Fed-
eral candidate or issue also must go 
into the broadcaster’s public file. For 

those types of ads, the broadcaster 
would be required to record the same 
information it does for ads by can-
didates and parties, including the 
amount spent on the ad. 

As with candidates and party ads, the 
information on these political ads 
would be recorded immediately and 
made available for public inspection. 
There would be no added burden on the 
broadcaster. The broadcaster would 
simply use the same form already used 
for candidate and party ads. 

Full disclosure should apply to a po-
litical ad by an interest group just as it 
does for a political committee or can-
didate because the objectives, after all, 
of all the ads are the same. 

Let me make clear one thing this 
amendment does not do. It does not re-
quire unions, corporations, or any or-
ganization to identify individual do-
nors or provide membership lists. This 
amendment preserves a reasonable bal-
ance between the public’s right to 
know which groups are attempting to 
influence an election and the privacy 
rights of individual donors to an inter-
est group. 

In conclusion, we have before us a 
unique opportunity to accomplish 
something relevant, reasonable, and 
meaningful. We have an opportunity to 
restore some of the confidence the 
American people have lost in their po-
litical system. 

All of us in this noble profession of 
politics have a responsibility to set 
high standards in American politics. 
Improving our system that selects 
American leaders—who formulate and 
implement Government policy that 
frames the governance of our Nation— 
is a worthy challenge. We can elevate 
the process and make it better—more 
open and more accountable—which 
leads to a more informed public 
through a more relevant public debate, 
leading to a more accountable Govern-
ment. Let us not squander this oppor-
tunity or debase our responsibility. 

Before I yield the floor, Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Michigan be al-
lowed to follow me. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
from Nebraska allow me to make a 
couple quick comments? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Reserving the right 
to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON). The Senator from Wis-
consin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I understand I am to 
speak for 20 minutes following the 
speech of the Senator from Nebraska. 
Or does he have additional time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has 7 minutes re-
maining. Was the Senator from Ken-
tucky going to ask a question of the 
Senator from Nebraska or was he ask-
ing him to yield the floor? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Does the Senator 
from Nebraska agree with me that 
since he has 7 minutes left, it would 
not interfere unduly with the Senator 
from Wisconsin, who has spoken a 
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number of times over the last few days, 
to allow his cosponsor, Senator ABRA-
HAM, to have the remainder of his 
time? Would the Senator from Ne-
braska agree with the Senator from 
Kentucky that would be a good way to 
proceed? 

Mr. HAGEL. I agree with the Senator 
from Kentucky and yield my remaining 
7 minutes to the Senator from Michi-
gan. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. With that under-
standing, I have no objection. I want to 
be sure that we are not adding addi-
tional time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized for the remaining 7 minutes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
from Michigan give me a moment to 
make an observation? 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I will withhold. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. I assume this is off 

the time of the Senator from Nebraska. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct. 
Mr. McCONNELL. I want to com-

mend the Senator from Nebraska. 
Some day we are going to pass real 
campaign finance reform. I think the 
proposal that my friend from Nebraska 
has outlined is very close to what 
someday, I hope, the Congress will 
pass. I commend him for an out-
standing amendment. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. May I inquire, in 
terms of the queue, what additional 
unanimous consent agreements have 
been entered into with respect to time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fol-
lowing the approximately 5 minutes 15 
seconds remaining for the Senator 
from Michigan, Mr. FEINGOLD will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. May I ask, before 
the 5:45 vote that is slated, are there 
any other unanimous consent agree-
ments that have set aside time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are none. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I ask the Senator 
from Wisconsin if he would be willing 
to enter into a unanimous consent 
agreement which would allow me to 
speak for up to 10 minutes and then 
have his 20 minutes following because 
we would still be within the timeframe 
for the vote. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Reserving the 
right to object, I am only interested in 
having about a minute right before the 
vote. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
have any problem with that? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I have no objection 
to either request. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Then I ask unani-
mous consent that I have up to 10 min-
utes, followed by 20 minutes for the 
Senator from Wisconsin, followed by 1 
minute for the Senator from Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank my col-
leagues for their consideration. 

I rise today in support of what I be-
lieve is a real, substantive solution to 

the vexing question of campaign fi-
nance reform. To my mind that ques-
tion is this: how do we revive voter 
confidence in the electoral process 
without violating the fundamental 
guidelines laid down in our Constitu-
tion? The answer, I believe, lies in pub-
lic exposure and voter knowledge. The 
more voters know about the sources of 
a particular candidate’s campaign 
funding, the better able they will be to 
determine whether that funding has or 
will interfere with the candidate’s abil-
ity to represent them. 

The solution I support is in the na-
ture of a substitute amendment. I have 
cosponsored this amendment along 
with Senators HAGEL, DEWINE, GORTON, 
and THOMAS. 

It was my hope that my colleagues 
and I would be able to introduce this 
substitute on the floor and call for a 
vote. However, procedural barriers 
have been created which have under-
mined meaningful debate on this issue. 
In the end, these procedural barriers 
have prevented my colleagues and I 
from submitting our substitute for a 
vote. However, because I believe cam-
paign finance reform is a critical issue 
which will be with us for some time to 
come, I feel compelled to say a few 
words about the contents of the sub-
stitute. 

I believe that provisions in the sub-
stitute correct key, perceived problems 
in our campaign financing system. The 
first section of the substitute would in-
crease disclosure. It would ensure that 
the public, and the candidates’ con-
stituents in particular, are made im-
mediately and continuously aware the 
sources of candidates’ financing. It also 
would ensure public notification of any 
candidate financing by an outside orga-
nization or interest seeking to influ-
ence the election. 

How would the substitute accomplish 
these ends? By requiring additional 
monthly and quarterly disclosure re-
ports for federal candidates and for na-
tional political parties. The substitute 
would also require national party com-
mittees to disclose their receipts and 
disbursements from non-federal ac-
counts—as they are currently required 
to do so for their federal accounts. A 
variety of other disclosure components 
is also included in the legislation. 

The second section of the substitute 
imposes reasonable restrictions on soft 
money. I am very concerned about the 
constitutional implications of a com-
plete ban on soft money. Thus, our sub-
stitute would place a $60,000 cap on soft 
money, pending an expedited review by 
the Supreme Court. I believe this ap-
proach deals responsibly with the issue 
of soft money, without ignoring poten-
tially serious conflicts with the first 
amendment. 

Also included within the substitute is 
a provision that would raise individual 
and PAC contribution limits to adjust 
for inflation. The present limits have 
been in place since 1974, when the first 
law regarding campaign finance was 
passed by the Congress. It is clearly 

justifiable that these limits be raised 
to reflect the present economic reali-
ties while maintaining the disclosure 
provisions so that the public can con-
tinue to be informed about the sources 
of financing. 

In addition, I would have liked to 
have been given the opportunity to 
submit an additional amendment to 
campaign finance legislation. I would 
have introduce an amendment limiting 
non-constituent contributions to 50 
percent of the total raised by the can-
didate. This amendment would accom-
plish a multitude of goals. It would in-
still a guideline for the candidates, in-
still confidence in the voters, and 
would help dispel the all too common 
notion that candidates are improperly 
influenced by campaign contributions. 
In my view it is not difficult for a poli-
tician to arrange financing in a way 
that avoids the appearance as well as 
the reality of corruption. 

In the context of my amendment, all 
federal candidates would have to follow 
the same rules, dictating that they re-
ceive no more than 50 percent of over-
all contributions from PACs and out of 
state donors. Political committees that 
do not have their national head-
quarters within the candidate’s state 
would be considered ‘‘out of state’’ con-
tributions for these purposes. Any indi-
vidual who is not a legal resident of the 
candidate’s state and contributes $200 
or more to a candidate would also be 
considered an ‘‘out of state’’ donor. 

Why do I suggest such an approach? 
Because I don’t think we are address-
ing the serious perception problems 
that exist with respect to campaign re-
form when we stand on the floor and 
focus all of the amendments on who 
gives money to the national parties. 

The fact is the party is not the indi-
vidual who is on the floor of the Senate 
casting votes. It is the 100 Members of 
the Senate. I believe what is relevant is 
who supports us. Can we claim to rep-
resent constituents if more than 50 per-
cent of the money we receive from our 
campaigns come from people we don’t 
represent? I argue the answer to that is 
no. 

I think much more than contribu-
tions to the national parties under-
mines our constituents’ confidence 
that when we are on the floor we are 
acting in the best interests of our con-
stituents and our States. In my judg-
ment, this type of amendment—one 
that, unfortunately, will not be voted 
on—is an important and integral part 
of any legitimate campaign reform pro-
posal. I am certain Federal candidates 
would find that they can run successful 
campaigns with this 50-percent im-
posed limit. More importantly, these 
limits would increase politicians’ ac-
countability to their own constituents 
and decrease the appearance of out-of- 
State special interest influence. 

I ask unanimous consent the text of 
my proposed amendment be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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At the end of the bill, add the following: 

SEC. 6. LIMITATION ON OUT-OF-STATE CON-
TRIBUTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 
et seq.), as amended by section 2, is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 324. LIMIT ON OUT-OF-STATE CONTRIBU-

TIONS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A candidate for nomina-

tion to, or election to, the Senate or House 
of Representatives or the candidate’s author-
ized committees shall not accept an aggre-
gate amount of funds during an election 
cycle from individuals that are not legal 
residents of and political committees (other 
than a national political committee of a po-
litical party or a Senatorial or Congressional 
Campaign Committee of a national political 
party) that do not have their national head-
quarters within the candidate’s State in ex-
cess of an amount equal to 50 percent of the 
total amount of contributions accepted by 
the candidate and the candidate’s authorized 
committees during the election cycle. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—For purposes of the limit 
under subsection (a), a contribution in an ag-
gregate amount of less than $200 in an elec-
tion cycle from an individual who is not a 
legal resident of the candidate’s State shall 
not be taken into account. 

‘‘(c) TIME TO MEET REQUIREMENT.—A can-
didate shall meet the requirement of sub-
section (a) on the date for filing the post- 
general election report under section 
304(a)(2)(A)(ii). 

‘‘(d) NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS.—In the case 
of a political committee which is a separate 
segregated fund under section 316(b)(2)(C), 
the term ‘national headquarters’ means the 
national headquarters of the entity which es-
tablishes and maintains such fund.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF ELECTION CYCLE.—Sec-
tion 301 of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(20) ELECTION CYCLE.—The term ‘election 
cycle’ means the period beginning on the day 
after the date of the most recent general 
election for the specific office or seat that a 
candidate is seeking and ending on the date 
of the next general election for that office or 
seat.’’. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I believe the sub-
stitute, which I cosponsored with Sen-
ators HAGEL and THOMAS and GORTON 
and DEWINE, along with my proposed 
amendment, is the better way to re-
form campaign financing. I think it 
strikes a reasonable balance between 
addressing the issues of corruption 
with the constitutional concerns. I 
only wish these amendments had been 
allowed to reach the floor. I can assure 
my colleagues that I will continue to 
support real constructive campaign fi-
nance reform. 

As I say, it is unfortunate that the 
structure of our procedures won’t allow 
us to offer these variations. I think it 
is obvious to all Americans that right 
now we have an impasse. 

The reason we have an impasse is be-
cause we have essentially only one al-
ternative that is being treated as the 
only option available with respect to 
campaign finance reform. Clearly, the 
way to break a legislative logjam is to 
consider other alternatives. That is 
what the Senator from Nebraska and I 
are trying to do. Perhaps it won’t hap-
pen in the context of this year’s de-
bate, but I hope in future debates we 

will go beyond the simple all-or-noth-
ing approach that we have had in re-
cent debates and give the rest of us a 
chance to have our amendments con-
sidered and voted on. I think that is 
the only way we are going to get to a 
conclusion that does, in fact, change 
the process, and for the better. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield for a comment? 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Yes. If there is time 
remaining, I am happy to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I commend the 
Senator from Michigan, one of the 
Members of this body who truly under-
stands this issue. I think the amend-
ment he and the Senator from Ne-
braska have offered is a very important 
step in the direction that I ultimately 
think we will take—if we ever get seri-
ous about doing this on a bipartisan 
basis, rather than in a way that advan-
tages one side and disadvantages an-
other. 

So I wanted to commend the Senator 
from Michigan for his outstanding 
work. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank the Senator 
from Kentucky. I haven’t used all of 
my time, so I am happy to yield back 
the remainder of my time and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, in 
a few minutes, the Senate, for the first 
time—let me reiterate that—for the 
first time, the Senate will go on record 
on the central issue in this debate: 
Should the Senate ban soft money? 

It is a simple question that has a 
simple answer. And soon, finally, we 
will see where each Senator stands. 

The fact that our current campaign 
finance system has created an appear-
ance of corruption justifies Congress 
acting to ban soft money. In fact, if we 
don’t act, we create the appearance 
that we don’t care about corruption. 
Creating a legislative record of the ap-
pearance of corruption is critical be-
cause the Supreme Court has held that 
not just actual corruption but an ap-
pearance of corruption is adequate rea-
son for the restrictions on the speech 
represented by campaign contribution 
limits. 

Madam President, this is the central 
misunderstanding or flaw in the oppo-
sition’s position. They have premised 
everything in this debate on the idea 
that you have to show individual Sen-
ators who are guilty of corruption. 
Well, of course, that isn’t the standard 
at all. That isn’t the law. Let me quote 
from the Supreme Court’s opinion in 
Buckley v. Valeo because this is a cru-
cial concept that opponents of reform 
often seek to ignore. The Court said: 

Of almost equal concern as the danger of 
actual quid pro quo arrangements is the im-
pact of the appearance of corruption stem-
ming from public awareness of the opportu-
nities for abuse inherent in a regime of large 
individual financial contributions. 

Madam President, I really don’t 
think there is any doubt that our cur-

rent system presents the appearance of 
corruption. And it isn’t just soft 
money. We see it every day in the 
newspapers, and we hear it on tele-
vision talk shows. It is portrayed as 
common knowledge, conventional wis-
dom, on radio talk shows that the 
votes of politicians are bought and paid 
for by special interests. When the Sen-
ator from Kentucky stands up and says 
that ‘‘people contribute to our cam-
paigns because they agree with what 
we are doing,’’ I am sure he is sincere, 
but the public thinks there is some-
thing more than general feelings of 
support or like-mindedness at work 
when somebody hands over hundreds of 
thousands of dollars. 

Let me give some examples of news 
stories in just the last three weeks 
that drive this point home. All of them 
make it perfectly clear to me, and I 
think to almost any American, that 
political donations are generally a way 
of attempting to buy influence and ac-
cess. All of them add to the record that 
there is an appearance of corruption 
out there that justifies the Congress 
taking action to ban soft money. 

Madam President, if this applies to 
hard money contributions, it surely 
must apply far more easily and obvi-
ously to soft money contributions. 

Exhibit A is a story from the Na-
tional Journal of October 2, 1999. I ask 
unanimous consent that this article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the National Journal, Oct. 2, 1999] 
BANKING ON PAXON’S GOP CREDENTIALS 

(By Peter H. Stone) 
It sure didn’t take long for former Rep. 

Bill Paxon, R-N.Y., to shake up Akin, Gump, 
Strauss, Hauer & Feld, the home of Demo-
cratic superstars Robert S. Strauss and 
Vernon E. Jordan. At Paxon’s behest, the 
blockbuster law and lobbying firm has joined 
the Republican National Committee’s elite 
Team 100, whose members give $175,000 to the 
party every four years. 

Since he joined Akin, Gump in January, 
after sifting through a score of job offers, 
Paxon, the former chairman of the National 
Republican Congressional Committee, has 
worked diligently to boost the firm’s stand-
ing in GOP circles. Moreover, Paxon’s arrival 
at Akin, Gump reflects the determination of 
K Street firms loaded with Democratic ties 
to adjust to the GOP’s control of Congress. 

It was no secret that Akin, Gump needed a 
GOP star. After the 1996 presidential elec-
tions, the firm courted Bob Dole, the GOP 
nominee and a former Senate Majority Lead-
er. But instead he joined another heavily 
Democratic firm, Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard, 
McPherson and Hand. Two years later, Akin, 
Gump recruited Paxon aggressively and 
nabbed him as a ‘‘senior advisor’’ for an an-
nual salary of about $750,000. Paxon gets an 
office next to Strauss, to boot. 

Paxon, who was instrumental in the GOP’s 
1994 takeover of the Congress, enhances 
Akin, Gump’s credibility among Repub-
licans. After all, he has raised big bucks for 
House GOP leaders, the party committees, 
and the leading presidential contender 
George W. Bush, the Texas Governor. He has 
already attracted roughly a dozen new cli-
ents to the firm, including Americans for Af-
fordable Electricity—a coalition of energy 
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producers, led by Enron Corp., and large 
users, such as the chemical industry—which 
backs quick utility deregulation. Paxon also 
earns his keep by advising several long- 
standing Akin, Gump clients on lobbying 
strategy. 

Paxon conceded that Akin, Gump had a lot 
of fence-mending to do with the GOP. ‘‘The 
firm had a reputation as a Democratic firm, 
unfairly so,’’ he said. Despite the presence of 
such GOP stalwarts as Donald C. Alexander, 
Smith W. Davis, and Barney J. Skladany, 
the firm’s superstars are former Democratic 
National Committee Chairman Strauss and 
President Clinton’s golfing buddy Jordan. 
Joel Jankowsky, who heads the firm’s lob-
bying team, is also a Democrat. ‘‘We have 
needed to ratchet up our Republican profile 
to another level,’’ Paxon added. 

Paxon, 45 and a nonlawyer, is certainly 
trying. Since coming on board, Paxon has 
helped host 20 fund-raisers for House Speaker 
J. Dennis Hastert of Illinois, House Majority 
Whip Tom DeLay of Texas, Senator Majority 
Whip Don Nickles of Oklahoma, and others 
in the GOP. What’s more, Paxon and his col-
leagues raised more than $250,000 for an 
NRCC dinner earlier this year and another 
$150,000 for a GOP Senate-House dinner. In 
late August, Paxon helped Hastert during 
the Speaker’s successful fund-raising trip to 
Las Vegas. 

Not surprisingly, NRCC Chairman Tom 
Davis of Virginia is a huge Paxon fan. ‘‘Bill 
is still a very integral part of the culture 
over here,’’ said Davis, who talks to Paxon a 
couple of times a week. ‘‘He’s been helpful in 
building bridges to groups. I consider him a 
right arm up here.’’ 

Paxon is also one of a small number of K 
Streeters who meet regularly with Hastert 
to discuss party strategy and to swap infor-
mation. He does the same with Chief Deputy 
Majority Whip Roy Blunt, R–Mo., who holds 
weekly meetings with lobbyists. During a re-
cent session, Paxon maintained that the 
GOP should not worry too much about its 
record on Capitol Hill this year, because the 
party’s generic poll numbers remain high as 
a result of the public’s ‘‘fatigue’’ with the 
Clinton Administration and other factors. 

Nationally, Paxon has proved to be a key 
fund-raiser and strategist for Gov. Bush. 
Paxon has raised more than $100,000 for Bush, 
with a major slice of the money coming from 
New York state. On Oct. 4, Paxon will co- 
host events in Buffalo and Rochester that 
are expected to pull in close to $500,000 for 
the Bush campaign. Campaign sources say 
that Paxon is likely to be named a member 
of Bush’s national finance committee when 
the panel is expanded later this year. 

Paxon has helped to secure congressional 
endorsements for Bush, whom he has visited 
three times in Austin. Paxon was instru-
mental in lining up Blunt as the point man 
for the Bush campaign in the House. In addi-
tion, he has advised the campaign on tapping 
various House members for fund-raising and 
other help. 

Paxon’s fund-raising skills, plus the experi-
ence he gained during five terms in Congress, 
have seemingly proved magnets for new busi-
ness. Although he is barred by ethics rules 
from lobbying on Capitol Hill until next 
year, Paxon said he offers clients a cornu-
copia of other services. ‘‘I help clients under-
stand what kind of lobbying, grass-roots, and 
PAC (political action committee) programs 
they need to be effective in Washington.’’ 

As for clients, Paxon is doing well. Ameri-
cans for Affordable Electricity, for example, 
is paying the firm approximately $500,000 a 
year for Paxon’s services, according to coali-
tion sources. Paxon is the group’s national 
chairman. What does Paxon do to merit such 
fees? For the AAE, Paxon has offered advice 
about how to approach members and what 

arguments sell well on Capitol Hill. He has 
also helped organize fund-raisers that the co-
alition has held for key members of the 
House Commerce Energy and Power Sub-
committee, including its chairman, Joe Bar-
ton, R-Texas. Paxon is a former member of 
the panel. 

In late September, Paxon and Marc D. 
Yacker, a member of the coalition’s steering 
committee and a lobbyist for the Electricity 
Consumers Resource Council, attended a 
luncheon with aides to roughly a dozen Gov-
ernors to discuss utility deregulation. Paxon 
has helped at the coalition’s press con-
ferences and been a guest on several radio 
talk shows. Paxon’s name is also featured in 
the coalition’s advertising campaign. 

Several coalition leaders give Paxon high 
marks. ‘‘The very fact that his name is on 
all the ads and that he’s associated with the 
issue and the cause is a major boost to the 
coalition’s legislative efforts,’’ Yacker said. 

But another coalition source complained 
that Paxon has failed to raise enough money 
to enable the coalition to compete with the 
utility industry’s lobbying and advertising 
efforts. 

Paxon, a Buffalo native, has corralled new 
clients in areas ranging from financial serv-
ices to construction. Not surprisingly, some 
of that business comes from the Empire 
State. For instance, Paxon brought in the 
New York State Health Facilities Associa-
tion, which is seeking additional Medicare 
reimbursement money. Moreover, Paxon is 
permitted to lobby lawmakers outside Wash-
ington, and he has already done some work 
in Albany, N.Y., for PG&E Generating Co., a 
unit of Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

Paxon also devotes a fair chunk of his time 
to helping the firm’s longtime clients, such 
as AT&T Corp. In late September, Paxon 
participated in a morning press briefing 
hosted by the Competitive Broadband Coali-
tion—of which AT&T is a key member—to 
introduce a multimillion-dollar television ad 
drive that will run in about 23 states and in-
side the Beltway. The coalition’s ad message 
is aimed at countering lobbying by some 
Baby Bells, which want to revise the 1996 
Telecommunications Act to allow them to 
provide high-speed data services in the long- 
distance market. Paxon will also advise the 
coalition on legislative strategy. 

The lobbying battle has a personal dimen-
sion for Paxon. His wife, former Rep. Susan 
Molinari, R–N.Y., represents iAdvance, a co-
alition that includes several Baby Bells. 
‘‘Every now and then, we square off,’’ quips 
Paxon. ‘‘It’s not exactly (James) Carville and 
(Mary) Matalin.’’ 

According to Paxon, his move from Capitol 
Hill has proved to be relatively smooth. ‘‘In 
the leadership, we spent a lot of time 
strategizing on legislative issues, working on 
the public angles, and trying to keep an eye 
on the big picture,’’ he added. ‘‘It’s the same 
downtown.’’ 

Of course, Paxon’s transformation from 
congressional leader to thriving lobbyist, a 
success greased by plenty of campaign cash, 
has provoked some indignation from long-
time critics of the money game. ‘‘Bill Paxon 
may have changed jobs, but he doesn’t ap-
pear to have changed his role as a big-time 
player in the Washington influence-money 
game,’’ said Fred Wertheimer, the president 
of Democracy 21, a group that advocates 
campaign finance reform. 

But at Akin, Gump, legendary lobbyist bob 
Strauss is bursting with pride about the suc-
cess of the firm’s Republican hire. ‘‘He fit in 
from day one,’’ crows Strauss. ‘‘He’s a fran-
chise player. He’ll continue to make con-
tributions, not just to the business of the 
firm, but the character and the culture of 
the firm.’’ 

Akin, Gump is banking on that. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, 
this article reports that former Rep-
resentative Bill Paxon, who retired last 
year, has signed with the law firm of 
Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer and Feld. 
Akin Gump is one of the powerhouse 
lobbying firms in Washington. Its part-
ners include big name Democrats Rob-
ert Strauss and Vernon Jordan. Paxon 
is not a lawyer, so his title is ‘‘senior 
advisor.’’ What that means is that he 
will be a lobbyist and ‘‘rainmaker’’ for 
the firm. 

Apparently, Akin Gump, a firm 
known for its Democratic Party ties, 
hired Mr. Paxon to ‘‘mend fences’’ with 
the Republican Party. And how does 
Mr. Paxon do that? According to this 
article, the main thing he does is raise 
money for Republican Members of Con-
gress and the Republican Party. The 
National Journal reports that Paxon 
has helped host 20 fundraisers for the 
Speaker of the House, the House major-
ity whip, the assistant majority leader 
in the Senate, and other Republican of-
fice holders. He has also raised more 
than $250,000 for an NRCC dinner, and 
another $150,000 for a Republican 
House-Senate dinner this year. He has 
raised over $100,000 for Presidential 
candidate George W. Bush. 

Let me quote from the article: 
Not surprisingly, NRCC chairman, Tom 

Davis of Virginia, is a huge Paxon fan. ‘‘Bill 
is still a very integral part of the culture 
over here,’’ said Davis, who talks to Paxon a 
couple of times a week. ‘‘He’s been helpful in 
building bridges to groups. I consider him a 
right arm up here.’’ 

The article reports that Mr. Paxon 
participates in a weekly meeting that 
lobbyists hold with Majority Whip 
DELAY and meets regularly with 
Speaker HASTERT. 

The article continues: 
Paxon’s fundraising skills, plus the experi-

ence he gained during five terms in Congress, 
have seemingly proved magnets for new busi-
ness. Although he is barred by ethics rules 
from lobbying on Capitol Hill until next 
year, Paxon said he offers clients a cornu-
copia of other services. 

Madam President, let’s leave aside 
the revolving door problems in Mr. 
Paxon participating in weekly meet-
ings that Mr. DELAY holds with lobby-
ists. Can there be any question that 
that is an appearance problem? Here 
we have a former Member of Congress 
whose stock in trade is raising big 
money for congressional leaders and 
candidates. Do we really blame the 
public for thinking he is getting spe-
cial treatment for his clients? 

Mr. DAVIS calls him an integral part 
of the culture over here. Just what 
kind of culture is this? Certainly not 
the kind of culture I would be proud to 
tell my children and grandchildren 
about. Certainly not a culture that we 
should nourish and preserve for the fu-
ture of our democracy. 

He is a right arm for the congres-
sional leadership? The public might be 
excused for asking: Just who is the 
right arm for whom in this relation-
ship? 

Exhibit B. On October 5, the day be-
fore the House considered the Patients’ 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:03 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S18OC9.REC S18OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12772 October 18, 1999 
Bill of Rights, according to press re-
ports, officials for Cigna, Blue Cross- 
Blue Shield, and Aetna held a $1,000 per 
plate breakfast fundraiser for the 
Speaker of the House. Press reports the 
next day said that 15 or 17 health insur-
ance industry lobbyists attended the 
event. Atlanta Constitution columnist 
Tom Baxter wrote the following: 

The condition of the political ground could 
be judged by the keen attention of all the 
television networks to a breakfast fund-rais-
er this week at which insurance lobbyists ar-
rived with checks for Hastert and others. Not 
that such scenes aren’t common these days, 
but the timing made this a photo-op for cam-
paign finance reform. 

Indeed. I remember seeing reports on 
the national TV news about this event. 
And I thought to myself: ‘‘what can the 
average American watching on TV 
think about this scene?’’ ‘‘How can 
anyone not think this is wrong?’’ Ac-
tual corruption? We will never know. 
The appearance of corruption? Without 
a doubt. The headline of this AP news 
story tells it all: ‘‘Insurers Give Speak-
er Thousands on Eve of Vote.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this article from the Bergen 
County Record on this fundraiser be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Bergen County (NJ) Record, Oct. 

6, 1999] 
INSURERS GIVE SPEAKER THOUSANDS ON EVE 

OF VOTE 
(By David Espo) 

One day before a closely watched vote on 
health care, House Speaker Dennis Hastert 
attended a fund-raising breakfast Tuesday 
with industry representatives who gave 
$1,000 apiece to his political war chest. 

‘‘I’d like to ask them about sitting down 
with America’s families instead,’’ President 
Clinton chided from the White House as he 
sought to build support for legislation grant-
ing patients the right to sue their health in-
surance companies. 

Hastert, who opposes the bill, defended his 
previously scheduled meeting and sought to 
turn the tables on the White House. ‘‘Mr. 
President, I hope you will say no to helping 
trial lawyers, and say yes to helping the 44 
million Americans who want health-care 
coverage,’’ the Illinois Republican said in a 
written statement. 

The exchange underscored the deep philo-
sophical and political gulf between the two 
parties on health care at a time when gov-
ernment statistics show the number of unin-
sured continues to increase. 

The White House, most Democrats, and 
some Republicans are supporting legislation 
to strengthen patients hands in dealing with 
their managed care companies. Among pre-
rogatives would be the ability to sue for 
damages when prescribed care was denied. 

Republicans counter that such provisions 
will merely raise the cost of insurance and 
prompt some employers who now offer insur-
ance to their workers to drop it. 

Facing a likely setback on that measure, 
the GOP leadership is proposing a companion 
bill that provides numerous tax breaks to 
make health insurance more affordable. 

Their ‘‘access’’ bill also includes a provi-
sion opposed by many Democrats to expand 
a current small program allowing medical 
savings accounts. Another would give small 
businesses the option to buy health insur-

ance under federal rather than state regula-
tion. That would exempt them from state 
mandates that bigger self-insured companies 
avoid. 

‘‘It’s not the severe poor who don’t have 
health care,’’ Hastert told reporters. ‘‘There 
are government programs that reach out. 
It’s working people today, who are working 
for small business or who run their own shop 
or they go from job to job, who need the abil-
ity to get health care.’’ 

Hastert pledged a ‘‘fair and open debate of 
the health-care issue’’ today when the legis-
lation reaches the House floor. 

The debate will come against a backdrop of 
a fresh government report that estimates 
44.3 million Americans, one in six, had no 
health insurance coverage in 1998. 

The Census Bureau survey found the num-
ber without coverage grew by nearly a mil-
lion, but overall population growth kept the 
rate about steady, 16.3 percent in 1998, com-
pared with 16.1 percent in 1997. In 1996, 15.6 
percent lacked coverage. 

Public opinion polls show the issue is high 
on the public’s list of priorities, and GOP 
leaders have struggled for months in a nar-
rowly divided House to keep control of it. 

Hastert held the fund-raising breakfast for 
his political action committee a few blocks 
from the Capitol. 

Aides said it was scheduled several weeks 
ago. There was no word on whether there was 
consideration of rescheduling the event 
given the close proximity to the House’s de-
bate. 

‘‘I’ve listened to everybody in the health- 
care business for a long time,’’ the Speaker 
told reporters in the Capitol. 

‘‘The die is cast already on what the health 
legislation is going to be. So there’s no influ-
ence there whatsoever.’’ 

An invitation to the event was issued in 
the name of officials of Cigna, Blue Cross- 
Blue Shield, and Aetna. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, 
an article that appeared in the Capitol 
Hill newspaper The Hill on September 
29. Here’s another great headline: 
‘‘Why 30 top Democratic lobbyists at-
tended GOP chairman’s bash.’’ 

This article reports however, that 30 
top Democratic lobbyists attended a 
fundraising dinner for a Republican 
committee chairman at the home of 
Democratic super-lobbyist Tommy 
Boggs. 

I bring this article to the attention 
of the Senate not to cast aspersions on 
any Senator. My interest in this article 
is in the views of lobbyists on fund-
raising, and the appearance it creates 
for the public that reads about it. 

Let me quote from the article: ‘‘In-
deed, it would be tantamount to polit-
ical suicide for Democratic lobbyists— 
or Republican lobbyists for that mat-
ter—who specialize in the [the issues] 
that are the focus of [the chairman’s] 
committee and the lifeblood of their 
corporate clients, if they desert him in 
his hour of need.’’ 

Here are a few quotes in this article 
from lobbyists who were questioned on 
the irony of Democratic lobbyists mak-
ing contributions to a powerful Repub-
lican chairman of a Senate committee. 
One said: ‘‘In situations like this, I 
tend to be a strong fan of incum-
bency.’’ Another said, ‘‘Most lobbyists 
know which side their bread is buttered 
on.’’ And this is what a staffer on the 
House side had to say: ‘‘Any time you 

have a chairman of [a committee] run-
ning for reelection, and you’re lobbying 
. . . issues before the committee, you 
risk having your issue blown out of the 
water if you don’t contribute to his 
campaign. The game in this town is to 
support the incumbent. 

Mr. President, I don’t suggest that 
these lobbyists bearing gifts have 
swayed or will sway a chairman on sub-
stantive issues, but they sure are try-
ing. And I have avoided using the Sen-
ator’s name because I don’t think he 
has been swayed. But we all have to 
admit that these kind of comments 
create a perception, an appearance, 
that campaign contributions are given 
because of the effect they will have on 
policy. 

Madam President, let me anticipate 
a question by the Senator from Ken-
tucky. Most of the fundraising in these 
articles is hard money fundraising, 
isn’t it? It is all legal under our sys-
tem. Thousand-dollar checks to can-
didates are permitted under the Fed-
eral election laws, aren’t they? The an-
swer, of course, is yes. But what strikes 
me is the obvious appearance of corrup-
tion that is present when a lobbyist 
specializes in throwing fundraisers for 
candidates or when members of Con-
gress solicit even these relatively 
small donations from people with an 
interest in legislation, especially on 
the eve of a crucial vote. 

Madam President, can there be any 
doubt that an outrageous appearance 
of corruption arises when the same 
Members of Congress are involved in 
raising hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars of soft money in a single phone 
call for the political parties? As Jus-
tice Souter said just a few weeks ago at 
the oral argument in the Missouri 
case—‘‘Most people assume, and I do 
certainly, that someone making an ex-
traordinarily large contribution gets 
something extraordinary in return.’’ 

That brings me to another exhibit in 
our legislative record of the appear-
ance of corruption—a story that ap-
peared yesterday in the Washington 
Post about the effort that the Demo-
cratic party—my party—is making to 
raise soft money in order to retake the 
Congress. According to the article, the 
Democrat Congressional Campaign 
Committee increased its soft money 
fundraising from $5.1 million in 1994 to 
$16.6 million in the ’98 cycle. It is now 
going after the really big givers with 
an innovation called Team 2000. The 
Post story describes Team 2000 as ‘‘[A] 
new club for $100,000 and over donors 
who would be feted by the party at ex-
clusive events, including a weekend of 
clambakes and sightseeing.’’ 

The article describes the wooing of 
Steven Wynn, owner of Mirage Resorts 
in Las Vegas, who gave a $250,000 con-
tribution to the DCCC in May of this 
year. The article indicates that Wynn 
is angry about the impeachment of the 
President and with the Republican fail-
ure to stop the antigaming crusade of a 
Member of the House. 

Incidentally, this information is not 
included in this particular article, but 
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I have learned that the Mirage Resorts 
gave an identical $250,000 amount to 
the National Republican Senatorial 
Campaign Committee in July of this 
year. 

So I guess Mr. Wynn got over his 
anger and realized that he had better 
play both sides of the fence, as many 
big soft money donors do. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent this Washington Post story be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 17, 1999] 
DEMOCRATS’ FAST TRACK IS ‘SOFT MONEY’ 

(By Susan B. Glasser) 
The House Democrats’ courtship of Steve 

Wynn—owner of Mirage Resorts, grandiose 
prophet of the new Las Vegas, and major Re-
publican donor—began four years ago with a 
cold call from David Jones, Minority Leader 
Richard A. Gephardt’s top fund-raiser. 

Wynn took the call, and soon Jones was 
flying out to breakfast at his golf course 
mansion along with Rep. Charles B. Rangel. 
The gravelly voiced New Yorker became the 
Democratic point man, reciprocating Wynn’s 
hospitality with a tour of his Harlem dis-
trict. 

By last February, when Jones and Rangel 
met with Wynn in his Las Vegas office, they 
didn’t even have to make their pitch. Wynn 
had told friends he was angry at ‘‘mean-spir-
ited’’ House Republicans for impeaching 
President Clinton. Besides, he complained, 
they had neglected him, and hadn’t stopped 
Rep. Frank R. Wolf’s (R–Va.) anti-gaming 
crusade. He was ready, Wynn said, to help 
the Democrats regain control of the House. 

How much, Wynn asked, do you need me to 
help raise out of Nevada for the 2000 elec-
tion? Jones knew that during the entire 1998 
election, the House Democrats’ campaign 
arm had only collected about $110,000 from 
Vegas, so his answer was an audacious one: 
$1 million to $1.5 million. Done, Wynn re-
plied. 

The first installment—a $250,000 corporate 
check from Mirage Resorts—was Wynn’s 
downpayment on a bet that Democrats will 
take back the House next year. It also sug-
gests one reason why they might succeed. 
With the Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee as their vehicle, they are 
raising record amounts of money for next 
year’s races, trading on their new electoral 
competitiveness to raise funds earlier and in 
larger amounts than ever before. 

‘‘Soft money’’—the term of art for the un-
limited contributions that corporations, 
unions and wealthy individuals can give for 
so-called ‘‘party building’’—has fueled an ex-
plosive growth in fund-raising for both par-
ties since the 1996 elections, when campaign 
operatives figured out a way to legally spend 
it on TV ads that focused on individual can-
didates. 

But this year it is the House Democrats 
who have been most aggressive in increasing 
the amount of soft money they raise, even as 
they lead the campaign in Congress to elimi-
nate it. Driven by Gephardt and Rep. Patrick 
J. Kennedy (D–R.I.), the chairman hand- 
picked by Gephardt, the DCCC is out to re-
verse its traditional status ‘‘at the bottom of 
the fund-raising food chain,’’ as former Rep. 
Vic Fazio (D–Calif.) put it. 

In just the first six months of this year, 
the DCCC raised $17 million total—$9 million 
of that in soft money. That marks a stun-
ning 373 percent increase in soft money com-
pared with the first six months of 1997—the 
highest rate of growth for any party com-

mittee. The fund-raising escalation fore-
shadows an election season next year when 
both parties will pour a million dollars or 
more into more than 30 House races whose 
outcome will determine control of Congress. 

Some of the money is from businesses like 
Wynn’s Mirage Resorts; some is from well- 
heeled individuals giving $100,000 each, such 
as Slimfast founder S. Daniel Abraham, Na-
tional Enquirer heiress Lois Pope and Flor-
ida Marlins owner John W. Henry. As of June 
30, Democrats had attracted 21 six-figure 
soft-money givers compared with 14 for Re-
publicans, according to data compiled by the 
Campaign Study Group. Those checks came 
from groups or individuals who had never be-
fore made such a financial commitment so 
early. 

Since individual members can’t raise soft 
money for their own campaigns, the DCCC 
and the National Republican Congressional 
Committee do it for them. This embrace of 
soft money—legally meant to go only for 
‘‘nonfederal’’ purposes—is particularly ironic 
since the two campaign committees exist for 
the sole purpose of electing federal can-
didates. 

In recent years, the soft money power-
house on Capitol Hill has been the NRCC. 
Since the beginning of 1997, a new Common 
Cause study found, the House Republican 
committee has raised more of it than any 
other congressional committee: a total of 
$37.8 million. So far this year, the NRCC has 
outraised the DCCC overall $27 million to $17 
million. And in House Majority Whip Tom 
DeLay (R–Tex.), the subject of a story Mon-
day, the Republicans have the single most ef-
fective fund-raiser in Congress. 

But slightly less than a year before the 
congressional elections, the House Demo-
crats have significantly cut into the GOP’s 
fund-raising advantage. 

The DCCC is running essentially even with 
the NRCC in soft money raised this year, and 
Democrats are ahead for the first time ever 
in cash on hand: $10.7 million to the NRCC’s 
$10.1 million. 

‘‘Republicans have experienced growth,’’ 
said David Plouffe, the Gephardt strategist 
who is now executive director of the DCCC. 
‘‘We’ve experienced much greater growth.’’ 
By design, the Democratic growth strategy 
has focused on soft money, seeking contribu-
tions from a new club—‘‘Team 2000’’—for 
$100,000 givers, and on what several sources 
said was an organized effort to get labor 
unions to ‘‘frontload’’ their contributions by 
giving as much as possible early in the elec-
tion cycle. 

Republicans have hardly ignored big 
givers. After the Democrats upped the ante, 
NRCC Chairman Tom Davis (Va.) imitated 
them with his own $100,000 program—the 
‘‘Business Leadership Trust,’’ a name reflec-
tive of the GOP’s financial base. The GOP is 
also starting a new national finance com-
mittee to recognize corporate CEOs and top 
lobbyists. And when it comes to big checks, 
the NRCC lays claim to the biggest single 
donation of the year: $300,000 from Chiquita 
banana king Carl Lindner. 

‘‘Soft money follows power,’’ said Davis, 
recognizing that the Republicans’ takeover 
of Congress in 1994 has immeasurably boost-
ed their fund-raising capacity. But he argued 
that Democrats have benefited most, 
leveraging the power of the presidency for 
their financial gain. 

ERODING THE GOP EDGE 
For decades, Democrats have gone into 

campaigns knowing they would be outspent. 
Taking over the DCCC in 1981, when Repub-
licans had a fund-raising lead of 13 to one, 
Rep. Tony Coelho (D–Cal.) cut into that edge 
by convincing businesses they should invest 
in what was then the congressional majority. 

Coelho, now Vice President Gore’s campaign 
chairman, also professionalized the DCCC, 
insisting for example that a campaign hire 
pollsters before it could receive a dime from 
the committee. 

But the game then was hard money— 
strictly limited contributions of no more 
than $20,000 a year to party committees. At 
the time, before a succession of court rulings 
and Federal Election Commission cases, soft 
money was an add-on, used to finance build-
ing projects and television studios but never 
contemplated as a thinly veiled way around 
the contribution limits to specific races. And 
so the dollar amounts were low, amazingly 
so compared with the current checks. 

‘‘In retrospect, we were pikers,’’ said one 
former Coelho adviser. ‘‘We thought we were 
pushing the envelope when we were asking 
people for $5,000.’’ 

And yet Coelho was a transformative fig-
ure, his close ties to S&L power brokers and 
aggressive style memorialized in a book, 
‘‘Honest Graft,’’ by journalist Brooks Jack-
son that showed members how the DCCC and 
the NRCC could become fund-raising 
powerhouses and use that money to wield 
more influence over campaigns. New York 
Republican Bill Paxon, who took over an 
NRCC deeply mired in debt in 1993, said flat-
ly, ‘‘Coelho was my model’’ as he reinvented 
the committee in time for House Repub-
licans to win the majority for the first time 
in 40 years. 

In 1994, the last election before soft mon-
ey’s rise, the NRCC raised $7.4 million in soft 
money, compared to $5.1 million by the 
DCCC. 

When Texas Rep. Martin Frost became 
chairman of the DCCC in 1995, he knew the 
Democrats were going to have to raise 
money differently. In the minority after four 
decades of power, they no longer had the leg-
islative club that Coelho had taught them to 
wield with the K Street lobbyists who con-
trolled business giving. 

‘‘Once we went into the minority, we had 
to reach beyond the PAC community in 
Washington,’’ said Frost, who led the DCCC 
in the 1996 and 1998 elections and is now the 
Democratic Caucus chairman. ‘‘We really 
had to work the rest of the country aggres-
sively.’’ 

Clinton and his advisers supplied the blue-
print, using the Democratic National Com-
mittee to fund an unprecedented $35 million 
ad campaign to boost his reelection and pay-
ing for the ads with mix of hard and soft 
money. On Capitol Hill, members quickly 
grasped the implications: soft money could 
now be used to launch candidate-specific TV 
ads that were legal as long as they avoided 
the magic words ‘‘vote for’’ or ‘‘vote 
against.’’ 

Frost was planning to raise more soft 
money—but only to fund more traditional 
activities, like election-day turnout and 
overhead expenses. To start, he had to con-
front a party committee without much of a 
national donor base. ‘‘We weren’t really 
thinking about soft money,’’ said Matt 
Angle, Frost’s top aide. ‘‘We were thinking 
about new money. 

When they arrived at the DCCC, Angle 
said, they found that only 100 or so individ-
uals had ever given more than $1,000 to the 
DCCC. Democratic House members, still 
stunned by their party’s defeat, were reluc-
tant to hit up their own big donors for the 
committee. And most donors had never 
heard of the DCCC, assuming it was an affil-
iate of the DNC. 

‘‘We had one guy who was a $100,000 giver,’’ 
Frost said, New Jersey businessman Grover 
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Connell, a rice broker who figured in the 
Koreagate scandal of the late 1970s and as 
long ago as the Coelho days was already giv-
ing $50,000 a year to the DCCC.’’ ‘‘He was the 
only one we ever had,’’ Frost said. ‘‘I said, 
‘Well, if Grover will give that much, we 
should start asking other people for larger 
figures.’ ’’ 

Meanwhile, the predicted switch in busi-
ness giving was coming to pass—Repub-
licans, led by Speaker Newt Gingrich (R–Ga.) 
and DeLay, made an aggressive push to shut 
down Democratic money on K Street. By the 
1998 election, about 65 percent of business 
funds were going to the House GOP. 

Overall, the DCCC raised $16.6 million in 
soft money to the NRCC’s $27.8 million for 
last year’s election—225 percent more for the 
Democrats and 274 percent more for the Re-
publicans since 1994. 

Gephardt was already a top fund-raiser, a 
master of ‘‘the big ask,’’ and yet, said Frost, 
‘‘we didn’t have 100 percent of his atten-
tion.’’ 

But last fall’s election, when Democrats 
shocked even themselves by whittling the 
House GOP’s majority to just six seats, gal-
vanized Gephardt, a believer in the power of 
political soft money since his 1988 presi-
dential campaign sputtered to a finish on 
Super Tuesday, several million dollars in 
debt. 

GEPHARDT AIMS FOR SPEAKER 
Two days after last year’s election, Gep-

hardt convened his top advisers and started 
planning for the 2000 campaign. His goal, it 
was clear, was to become speaker—not to 
run for president. While he didn’t announce 
that decision until February, Gephardt 
quickly began planning his DCCC strategy, 
deciding to transfer virtually all his political 
operation to the committee. 

As chairman, Kennedy would be Gephardt’s 
‘‘director of sales and marketing,’’ in the 
words of banking lobbyist Tom Quinn, a 
longtime Kennedy family backer. Unabashed 
about trading on his family name, Kennedy 
was seen by Gephardt’s team as a financial 
asset. ‘‘Patrick being chairman means an ad-
ditional $10 million to $20 million for the 
DCCC,’’ argued a leading party fund-raiser. 

Jones, Gephardt’s top money man, was put 
on contract at the DCCC. So was Richard J. 
Sullivan, the young lawyer who had served 
as the DNC’s finance director in the 1996 
election and was the lead-off witness in hear-
ings held by Sen. Fred D. Thompson (R– 
Tenn.) about the influx of foreign money to 
the DNC in 1996. 

The idea was to personalize the committee, 
selling donors on the future speaker. Ken-
nedy said he often tells would-be contribu-
tors: ‘‘ ‘This is the Dick Gephardt for Speak-
er committee.’ They get that. It personalizes 
it.’’ 

Gephardt himself calls big donors, not just 
to ask but also to thank. ‘‘He’s the kind of 
guy who understands that in order to get 
dessert, you have to eat your vegetables,’’ 
said Erik Smith, a Gephardt aide who is now 
the DCCC’s communications director. 

Determined to take advantage of the polit-
ical momentum generated by the November 
election gains—and to play off the outrage 
felt by Democratic donors about the GOP 
House’s impeachmnent of Clinton—the DCCC 
decided to focus its efforts on soft money and 
to push earlier than ever for major checks. 

But Kennedy himself proposed the most 
audacious innovation, according to his aides. 
Until then, the biggest dollar program at the 
DCCC had been the Speaker’s Club, price of 
entry: $15,000 in hard money. Kennedy cre-
ated ‘‘Team 2000,’’ a new club for $100,000 and 
over donors who would be feted by the party 
at exclusive events, including a weekend of 
clambakes and sightseeing at the Kennedy 
family compound in Hyannisport last month. 

Big donations began to roll in: $250,000 
from the Communications Workers of Amer-
ica, whose political director considers herself 
Kennedy’s ‘‘fairy godmother’’ in the labor 
movement; $210,000 from AFSCME; $102,000 
from AT&T; $100,000 from Texas trial lawyer 
Walter Umphrey’s firm, Price Club founder 
Sol Price and others. 

The Democrats are eagerly keeping score: 
according to the sheet handed out at each 
week’s Democratic Caucus meeting, Gep-
hardt has already collected $6.8 million for 
the DCCC and House candidates this year, 
followed by Kennedy at $6.2 million, aspiring 
Ways and Means Chairman Rangel at $1.9 
million and Frost at $670,000. 

Contributors who have dramatically in-
creased their help to the House Democrats 
this year cite everything from personal loy-
alty to Gephardt to disaffection with the Re-
publicans to a sense that the Democrats may 
lose the White House and therefore need to 
go all-out to retake control of at least one 
branch of government. 

Richard Medley, a Wall Street analyst and 
former congressional aide, mentioned all 
three. ‘‘I’ve been a friend of Gephardt’s for 
probably ten years,’’ said Medley, who 
hosted a July dinner in New York with 
former treasury secretary Robert E. Rubin 
that raised $300,000. But he also referred to 
pessimism about Vice President Gore’s 
chances to win next November: With GOP 
front-runner ‘‘George W. Bush doing so well, 
it’s important to take out an insurance pol-
icy hoping to have at least one branch con-
trolled by Democrats.’’ 

Personal service from Gephardt and Ken-
nedy also helps land donors. That certainly 
was the case with the $100,000 check from 
David Alameel, a wealthy Dallas dental clin-
ic owner. Alameel was already on the radar 
of Frost and his team, but they had no idea 
he would become a six-figure contributor. 

Frost duly set up the meeting with Ken-
nedy and, in the end, he said, ‘‘Patrick was 
the one who convinced him.’’ The $100,000 
check came in on June 21. 

Indeed, Kennedy has produced a number of 
eye-popping checks from unexpected sources, 
like the $100,000 from Lois Pope, the Palm 
Beach heiress to the National Enquirer for-
tune. The wooing of Pope included Kennedy 
flying to Florida to present her with an 
award for her charity work. 

‘‘One of the great joys of my job is meeting 
people who inspire me,’’ Kennedy gushed as 
he presented her with a ‘‘distinguished serv-
ice award’’ from Citibank Private Bank of 
Florida. ‘‘I feel the energy that they feel for 
this country. Those of you who know Lois 
know that energy comes through.’’ That was 
on April 7. On May 28, the DCCC received 
Pope’s $100,000 check. 

An even larger amount came as the result 
of his friendship with John J. McConnell Jr., 
a trial lawyers for Ness Motley Loadholt 
Richardson & Poole, a South Carolina-based 
firm that has earned millions of dollars from 
representing states in the tobacco settle-
ment. Operating out of the firm’s Rhode Is-
land office, McConnell worked hard to intro-
duce Kennedy to colleagues, flying him on 
the corporate jet so he could spend time with 
senior partner Ronald L. Motley and hosting 
a dinner on Capitol Hill for Kennedy, Gep-
hardt and other trial lawyers with deep 
pockets. 

On June 30, the courtship paid off—with a 
check for $250,000. ‘‘No question about it,’’ 
McConnell said, ‘‘that was a personal con-
tribution to Patrick.’’ 

SPENDING IN NEW WAYS 
That check—and all the others—will go 

into a new pot of soft money that the DCCC 
will be able to spend next year in ways not 
envisioned by the 1974 election law, which re-

stricts the parties to direct and coordinated 
gifts to their House candidates of only about 
$100,000 each. The idea behind the law was 
‘‘to take fund-raising out of the hands of the 
party committees and give control of it to 
candidates themselves,’’ as GOP pollster 
Brian Tringali put it. 

Instead, with soft money issue ads and so-
phisticated voter identification programs, 
the parties are planning to spend upwards of 
$500,000 or $1 million each in next year’s key 
districts. That gives the parties more say 
over how campaigns are run, what they are 
saying and who they are saying it to. 

‘‘Practically speaking,’’ said a top Demo-
cratic fund-raiser, ‘‘you can take a race that 
is a $1 million House race and turn it into a 
$3.5 million race with soft money. In a day 
and age when parties themselves are not as 
strong, individual party committees are 
stronger than ever.’’ 

For Kennedy and his staff, the new empha-
sis on soft money is simple political prag-
matism. ‘‘You can really draw a direct cor-
relation between the amount of money in a 
campaign committee and the impact it has 
in terms of getting members elected,’’ he ar-
gued. 

To win, Kennedy said, ‘‘we need to raise an 
even greater amount of money. In practical 
terms, that means we need to raise it in big-
ger chunks.’’ 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, 
how can we close our eyes to the ap-
pearance of corruption that this enor-
mous fundraising effort provides? How 
can we close our eyes to the appear-
ance of corruption that the double 
givers list that I have shown on this 
floor a number of times represents? Mi-
rage Resorts is now on the list. Compa-
nies give hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars to both political parties—hundreds 
of thousands of dollars to both political 
parties. What game are they playing 
here? 

The Senator from Kentucky said on 
the floor last week, ‘‘Well, they have a 
right to be duplicitous.’’ Actually, 
Madam President, they are not being 
duplicitous. We all know they are giv-
ing to both sides. They are just playing 
by the rules as we have set them up. 
They are not doing anything that is 
dishonest. They are simply trying to 
cover their bases. Surely, the Senator 
from Kentucky doesn’t think when 
AT&T gives a big contribution to the 
National Republican Senatorial Cam-
paign Committee that it won’t give 
money to the Senator from New Jer-
sey’s Democratic Senatorial Campaign 
Committee as well. 

We all know why they do it, too—be-
cause in the candid words of a lobbyist, 
‘‘They know which side their bread is 
buttered on.’’ Both sides—the bread is 
buttered on both sides. They play both 
sides of the fence so they can get their 
calls returned and their positions 
heard. That, my friends, is on its face 
an appearance of corruption. And if we 
are so caught up in this fundraising 
game that we can’t see it, the dis-
enchantment the public feels in its 
elected officials is well warranted. 

Last week, the Senator from Ken-
tucky suggested that press reports 
about the connection between cam-
paign donations and legislative actions 
arise from the desire of newspapers to 
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sell more copies or talking heads to get 
air time. But the newspapers didn’t 
create the appearance problem. We did. 

I am reminded of what the great Sen-
ator, Robert La Follette, from my 
home State of Wisconsin, said in re-
sponse to those who argued that the 
press of his day—the early 1900s—was 
somehow spreading hysteria about the 
power of the railroads over Congress. 
La Follette said: 

It does not lie in the power of any or all of 
the magazines of the country or of the press, 
great as it is, to destroy, without justifica-
tion, the confidence of the people in the 
American Congress. . . . It rests solely with 
the United States Senate to fix and maintain 
its own reputation for fidelity to public 
trust. It will be judged by the record. It can 
not repose in security upon its exalted posi-
tion and the glorious heritage of its tradi-
tions. It is worse than folly to feel, or to pro-
fess to feel, indifferent with respect to public 
judgment. If public confidence is wanting in 
Congress, it is not of hasty growth, it is not 
the product of ‘‘jaundiced journalism.’’ It is 
the result of years of disappointment and de-
feat. 

Years of disappointment and defeat— 
that is what the American people have 
had as the soft money system has 
grown and Congress has done nothing 
about it. The system of soft money 
looks corrupt. Indeed, it is corrupt. 
And it makes us, as its beneficiaries, 
look corrupt. 

There is no other way to put it. 
There is an appearance of corruption. 
There is an appearance of cravenness. 
There is an appearance of a smug con-
fidence that the American people will 
not laugh out loud in disgust at the as-
sertion that there is no corruption 
near. There is an appearance of some-
thing terribly, terribly wrong that we 
refuse to fix. 

If that offends people in this Cham-
ber, so be it. We had better get rid of 
this system so they won’t be offended 
anymore because I am not going to 
stop talking about it until we do. 

Madam President, how much time do 
I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes 19 seconds. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, 
the Senator from North Carolina asked 
if I will yield. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield. 
Mr. EDWARDS. I know the Senator 

has spent a great deal of time moving 
across his home State of Wisconsin. 
How many counties are in Wisconsin? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Seventy-two coun-
ties. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Seventy-two coun-
ties, and the Senator has been in every 
one. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I go to listening ses-
sions in every one every year. 

Mr. EDWARDS. I wonder what the 
Senator would think what someone in 
rural Wisconsin, a farmer in rural Wis-
consin, would believe in terms of their 
influence, vis-a-vis someone who gave 
$100,000 in soft money to, in our case as 
fellow Democrats to the Democratic 
Party, or to the DNCC, whether that 

rural farmer in Wisconsin would be-
lieve that they have the same voice in 
the Senate that a $100,000 soft money 
contributor has. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator 
from North Carolina for his question. 

The example of the farmer is a won-
derful example, because of what has 
happened in Wisconsin in the last 18 
years. We have lost something like 
18,000 dairy farmers, so farmers in my 
State are in no position to be giving 
even $10 or $25 contributions. 

When they hear, as the Senator is 
suggesting, that a person can give even 
$1,000, the possibility of doing that is 
pretty much off the charts. When they 
hear that somebody can actually for 
the first time in this century give 
$100,000, it is absolutely disappointing. 
And it must make them even more de-
spondent. They have enough problems 
already. 

But to think they can’t have their 
vote count for what it used to count— 
we always had in Wisconsin the notion 
that the farm vote kind of shifted the 
balance, it is the swing vote tradition-
ally in Wisconsin. But in this kind of 
system where soft money ads can make 
a farce out of an election, they feel—I 
know from firsthand conversations— 
quite left out of the process and quite 
dispirited. 

Mr. EDWARDS. How does the Sen-
ator think that farmer would feel in 
his gut about whether this representa-
tive democracy is working the way it 
ought to work in a situation where he 
or she has at best one vote, and that 
position vis-a-vis another individual 
who has given $100,000, when he is 
working on his farm on a day-to-day 
basis? Does the Senator think that 
farmer believes he has the same equal 
voice that he is supposed to have in his 
representative democracy as somebody 
who wrote a $100,000 check. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I don’t think there 
is any possibility that he feels his voice 
is as strong as it used to be. A typical 
farmer in Wisconsin with a certain 
amount of cows and a certain amount 
of acreage and a family, those are 
things that he had. He knew he had 
those things, and he had his vote 
counting the same as everybody else’s. 
That is where the whole progressive 
movement in Wisconsin and the efforts 
of Robert La Follette came from—a lot 
of these farmers who were able to put 
their votes together to elect people 
who would really represent them. 

Mr. EDWARDS. If I could ask a fol-
lowup question, there has been a lot of 
debate on the floor and a lot of private 
conversations about whether there is 
any usefulness associated with simply 
banning soft money. 

Let me ask the question again, using 
the example of this dairy farmer from 
Wisconsin. Does the Senator think it is 
important for the Senate to send a 
message to that farmer in rural Wis-
consin that we are trying to do some-
thing real and meaningful to clean up 
campaign finance in this country? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. We absolutely have 
to. I don’t know how we convinced our-

selves in the end of the 20th century of 
something that was the opposite con-
clusion at the end of the 19th century, 
early 20th century; and that is that un-
limited contributions corrupt the proc-
ess and make the individual farmer or 
individual homemaker or any other 
person almost a nonfactor in the polit-
ical process. 

We have to send this message and we 
have to do even better. We have to ac-
tually pass a ban on soft money as a 
first signal to that farmer that we will 
do the rest of the job and actually re-
turn the notion of one person-one vote 
to that farmer. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Will the Senator 
agree that even if we are not able in 
this Congress in this session to pass 
across-the-board comprehensive reform 
that it is critically important that we 
send a message to Americans all over 
this country that this Senate and this 
Congress is willing to take a strong 
and courageous step to do something 
real and meaningful in terms of clean-
ing up campaign finance and that one 
of those steps would be the banning of 
soft money? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. There is nothing 
more important than passing a ban on 
soft money in this Congress. In a few 
minutes we will have the first vote, I 
say to the Senator from North Caro-
lina, the first vote ever on the question 
of whether we are going to allow party 
soft money or not. This is not one of 
these votes that you have every once in 
a while, a bed check vote on a Monday 
night. This is the real thing. 

I thank the Senator from North 
Carolina for distilling it down to the 
perspective of one farmer in Rice Lake, 
WI, who might be watching and saying: 
Are these guys going to clean this 
place up or not? 

Mr. EDWARDS. Let me ask the Sen-
ator one last question. I agree. One last 
question: In the Senator’s mind, is this 
a party issue? Is this a Democratic or 
Republican issue? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Clearly not. In fact, 
the only thing that can defeat us on 
this is partisanship. That is why I 
worked for 5 years, not only with Sen-
ator MCCAIN but I have gotten to know 
a number of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle—people such as Sen-
ator THOMPSON of Tennessee and Sen-
ator COLLINS of Maine. These are Re-
publicans who I have grown to know 
and enjoy working with who together 
have worked to try to do something to 
ban soft money. So this is an example 
of how this institution can work well 
in terms of our cooperation and bipar-
tisanship. 

Let’s make sure that partisanship 
doesn’t defeat our efforts. 

Mr. EDWARDS. I thank the Senator 
from Wisconsin and Senator MCCAIN 
for their courageous leadership on this 
critical issue. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I certainly thank 
the Senator from North Carolina who 
in the few months he has been here has 
become a strong voice in the campaign 
finance reform debate. 
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I yield the floor. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 

parliamentary inquiry. Is the Senator 
from Kentucky correct that the 
Wellstone amendment and any other 
amendments that might be offered this 
evening would fall because they were 
not filed by 1 p.m., if we ultimately get 
cloture? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture occurs tomorrow. Amendments 
not filed by 1 p.m. today would be out 
of order if they are first-degree amend-
ments 

If cloture is invoked tomorrow, 
amendments not filed by 1 o’clock 
today would not be in order. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Since Friday, the 
open and fair process which was sought 
and agreed to has been derailed by par-
liamentary maneuvering. 

Let me say to all of my colleagues, 
particularly those on my side of the 
aisle who share the view of the major-
ity leadership and myself on this issue, 
this motion to table is a meaningless 
vote and should reflect that fact. Con-
sequently, I urge all of my colleagues 
to vote against tabling on behalf of the 
majority leader, Senator BENNETT, and 
myself. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. With the remaining 

minute, I say to my friend from Wis-
consin who is still on the floor, I appre-
ciate very much the Senator’s attempt 
to make this a bipartisan issue. The 
fact is, Democrats have voted time, 
after time, after time to invoke cloture 
on campaign finance reform, and we 
have been thwarted by the majority; is 
that not true? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I say to the Senator 
from Nevada, we have not been thwart-
ed by the majority, only thwarted by 
that portion of the majority which is 
actually a minority seeking to fili-
buster this issue and defy the will of 
the majority of the people, which, of 
course, involves more Democrats than 
Republicans. 

Mr. REID. By a considerable number, 
is that not true? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. That is true. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask unanimous 

consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the Reid amendment numbered 
2299 to the Daschle amendment num-
bered 2298. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative assistant called the 
roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. ROTH), and 
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH) 
are necessarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), the 

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGA-
MAN), the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
KOHL), and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) are necessarily 
absent on official business. I also an-
nounce that the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DODD) is absent because 
of family illness. 

The result was announced—yeas 1, 
nays 92, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 329 Leg.] 
YEAS—1 

Hollings 

NAYS—92 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—7 

Biden 
Bingaman 
Dodd 

Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Roth 

Smith (OR) 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote and move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now 
proceed to a period of morning business 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-

GERALD). Objection is heard. 
Mr. LOTT. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The legislative clerk continued with 

the call of the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Ben 

Lawsky, a Judiciary Committee 
detailee in Senator SCHUMER’s office, 
be granted floor privileges for the re-
mainder of the 106th Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

FINDING ‘‘COMMON GROUND’’ TO 
PROTECT OUR UNDERGROUND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in January 

of this year I reported on an important 
public-private partnership to protect 
our nation’s underground infrastruc-
ture—electric power and fiber optic ca-
bles, telephone lines, water and sewer 
mains and pipelines. This partnership 
is based on S. 1115, the Comprehensive 
One-Call Notification Act, which I in-
troduced in 1997 with the Minority 
Leader, Senator DASCHLE. The bill 
passed the Senate unanimously and be-
came law as part of the Transportation 
Equity Act for the 21st Century, TEA 
21. 

Among other things, the bill called 
on the Secretary of Transportation to 
convene a comprehensive study of best 
practices in underground damage pre-
vention. This study was completed and 
released by Secretary Rodney Slater on 
June 30, 1999. The study has been a 
model for conducting a cooperative ef-
fort between the public and private sec-
tors. All those with an interest in un-
derground damage prevention—the ex-
cavation community, one-call notifica-
tion center representatives, locating 
contractors, railroads and underground 
facility operators worked together to 
produce the 250-page ‘‘Common 
Ground’’ report. This report is a 
veritable gold mine of practical real- 
world advice for all those involved in 
protecting our underground infrastruc-
ture in government and in the private 
sector. 

The study is so valuable because of 
the 160 people with hands-on experience 
in underground damage prevention who 
worked together to write it. Nine 
teams covered the key aspects of un-
derground infrastructure protection: 
one-call center practices, excavation, 
mapping, locating and marketing, com-
pliance, planning and design, reporting 
and evaluation, public education, and 
emerging technologies. The full study 
is available at the DOT’s Office of Pipe-
line Safety web page http://ops.dot.gov. 

Steps are underway to keep this val-
uable and cooperative spirit alive and 
make the Common Ground process a 
continuing one, but this time with pri-
vate leadership. This year’s Senate Ap-
propriations Committee Report on 
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Transportation Appropriations (S. 
Rept. 106–55) including the following: 

The Committee believes that the group ef-
fort, dubbed ‘‘Common Ground’’, has the po-
tential to serve as a basis for a self-sus-
taining entity that can advance underground 
damage prevention by identifying and en-
couraging best practices, providing badly 
needed public education, and collecting and 
disseminating information on damage to un-
derground facilities. The Committee directs 
OPS to use existing resources to support the 
formation and initial operation of a non- 
profit organization that will further the 
work of ‘‘Common Ground’’ and implement 
other innovative approaches to advance un-
derground damage prevention. 

On October 28, the Office of Pipeline 
Safety will respond to this direction by 
convening a public meeting of the 
Common Ground participants and an 
even wider group of interests to lay the 
foundation for the non-profit organiza-
tion described in this Report language. 
This non-profit damage prevention or-
ganization could be the key to a far 
more robust and effective national ef-
fort to protect our underground infra-
structure that would be led and funded 
by the private sector. 

To Secretary Slater’s credit, the De-
partment understands the importance 
of letting the private participants take 
the lead. The Department of Transpor-
tation will provide the initial resources 
for startup, but will then step back, so 
the private participants can be respon-
sible for defining the path forward for 
underground damage prevention. In 
order to succeed, the new non-profit or-
ganization cannot be federally run or 
federally controlled. To succeed it can-
not be run or controlled by any one of 
the interests in underground damage 
prevention. It must be a cooperative, 
power sharing enterprise in which ex-
cavation community, one-call notifica-
tion center representatives, locating 
contractors, railroads, underground fa-
cility operators and other important 
interests join together to make deci-
sions democratically. 

The potential for such an organiza-
tion to get things done is simply enor-
mous, because it can include all the 
important affected interests from the 
beginning. The private effort and re-
sources devoted to underground dam-
age prevention today are very signifi-
cant, but fragmented. This non-profit 
damage prevention organization is the 
missing piece that can pull these ef-
forts together in a constructive way to 
create a powerful national impact on 
the largest preventable threat to our 
underground infrastructure. I urge all 
those in attendance at the October 28 
meeting to keep this big picture vision 
firmly in mind. This is a tremendous 
opportunity that should not be missed. 

Mr. President, I congratulate Sec-
retary of Transportation Rodney 
Slater for seizing the opportunity of-
fered by the Common Ground initia-
tive. It seems to me that Secretary 
Slater, Research and Special Programs 
Administrator Kelley Coyner and Of-
fice of Pipeline Safety head Richard 
Felder all have this exactly right. This 

effort will be most effective if it is pri-
vately led and privately funded. This is 
an instance, all too rare, where the 
Federal Government is seeking to re-
turn power to the private sector. I urge 
all the Common Ground private par-
ticipants—the excavation community, 
one-call notification center representa-
tives, locating contractors, railroads, 
insurance providers, equipment manu-
facturers and underground facility op-
erators to take up the leadership re-
sponsibility the Secretary is offering. 

I will continue to monitor develop-
ments in underground damage preven-
tion and the efforts to set up the non- 
profit privately led organization envi-
sioned in the Senate Appropriations 
Committee Report. I look forward to 
working with all involved to further 
improve protection of our vital under-
ground infrastructure. 

f 

PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as we 

reach the end of this session of Con-
gress, it’s essential that we act on the 
Patients’ Bill of Rights before we ad-
journ. In passing the Norwood-Dingell 
bill two weeks ago, a solid, bipartisan 
majority of the House of Representa-
tives voted for strong protections for 
patients against abuses by HMOs. De-
spite an extraordinary lobbying and 
disinformation campaign by the health 
insurance industry, the House approved 
the bill by a majority of 275–151. Sixty- 
eight Republicans as well as almost 
every Democrat in the House stood up 
for patients and stood firm against in-
dustry pressure. 

Last Friday, the Senate appointed its 
conferees. Speaker HASTERT has said 
that the House will appoint its con-
ferees this week. Prompt action on 
strong reforms is clearly within our 
grasp. But a series of recent state-
ments and actions provide ominous 
signs that the insurance industry and 
its friends in the Republican leadership 
are at it again. Their emerging strat-
egy seems once again to be to delay 
and deny the relief that American fam-
ilies need and that the House over-
whelmingly approved. 

The House vote was a major mile-
stone toward enacting needed reform. 
It came after the Senate passed legisla-
tion with only sham protections by a 
narrow, partisan majority. 

It came after years of delay and de-
nial by the Republican leadership in 
both Houses of Congress, working 
hand-in-hand with the health insurance 
companies and HMOs to block reform. 

Patients and doctors won a clear vic-
tory in the House. But now, the insur-
ance industry and their allies in the 
House and the Senate Republican lead-
ership are once again mobilizing to 
deny patients and doctors the protec-
tions they deserve. The ink is barely 
dry on the dramatic House vote, and 
opponents of reform are already talk-
ing about a new strategy of delay and 
denial—a strategy once again to put 
HMO profits first and patient protec-
tions last. 

The first part of this emerging strat-
egy is to delay the work of the House- 
Senate conference committee as long 
as possible. A precondition for appoint-
ing conferees and beginning the con-
ference is formal transmission of the 
House-passed bill to the Senate. That 
process normally takes a day or two at 
most. 

In fact, of 252 bills passed by the 
House in this Congress, the overwhelm-
ingly majority were delivered to the 
Senate the day they were passed or the 
day after they were passed. Except for 
a few bills passed just before the begin-
ning of a long recess, every bill passed 
by the House had been received by the 
Senate by the sixth day after passage. 
Yet, on the seventh day after the pas-
sage of the Norwood-Dingell bill, the 
legislation was still being held in the 
House of Representatives. 

Only after the release of a CRS study 
documenting the extraordinary delay 
in transmission of the legislation was 
the bill forwarded to the Senate and 
Senate conferees appointed. 

According to the Los Angeles Times, 
Senator LOTT’s response to passage of 
the House bill was that ‘‘House-Senate 
conferences on other legislation have a 
higher priority and that resolving dif-
ferences on this bill would take some 
time.’’’ According to the Baltimore 
Sun, Senator LOTT also indicated that 
Congress might not have time to work 
out the differences and approve a final 
bill before it adjourns for the year. Ac-
cording to the New York Times, aides 
to Senator NICKLES said that ‘‘the con-
ference committee will probably not 
begin serious work until early next 
year.’’ And just this past Friday, 
CongressDaily reported that ‘‘a Senate 
GOP aide said . . . Republicans do not 
plan to start the conference before the 
end of this year’s session, despite the 
appointment of conferees.’’ 

Some Republicans are already begin-
ning to lay the groundwork for a failed 
conference. Comparing the Senate and 
House bills, Congressman BILL THOMAS 
said, ‘‘You don’t see many cross-breeds 
between Chihuahuas and Great Danes 
walking around.’’ 

And, of course, the fingerprints of 
Republican-industry collaboration are 
there to see for anyone who cares to 
look. As Bruce Josten of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce put it, ‘‘To see 
nothing come out of the conference is 
my hope. The best outcome is no out-
come.’’ 

Even if the strategy of delay and de-
nial fails, the Republican leadership 
once again has an alternative to try to 
weaken the House bill as much as pos-
sible. 

As the Baltimore Sun reported, 
‘‘House Majority Whip TOM DELAY sug-
gested that the Republican-dominated 
House conference would not fight vig-
orously for the House-approved meas-
ure in the Conference Committee.’’ Mr. 
DELAY said, ‘‘Remember who controls 
the conference: the Speaker of the 
House.’’ 
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A conference that produces legisla-

tion that looks like the Senate Repub-
lican bill would break faith with the 
American people, make a mockery of 
the overwhelming vote in the House of 
Representatives, and cause unneces-
sary suffering for millions of patients. 

That is why more than 300 groups 
representing patients, doctors, nurses, 
and other caregivers, and families sup-
port the Norwood-Dingell bill, but only 
the insurance industry supports the 
Senate proposal. 

For every patient right in the Senate 
Republican bill, there is an industry 
loophole. If the truth in labeling law 
applied to legislation, every page of the 
bill would flunk the test, because every 
promise of patient protection comes 
with loopholes to protect HMOs and 
health insurers. The promise to pa-
tients is always broken. 

At its most basic level, the decision 
before Congress is whether critical 
medical decisions will be made by doc-
tors and patients, or HMO accountants. 

It is time to protect families against 
abuses by a faceless insurance bureauc-
racy that can rob average citizens of 
their savings and their peace of mind, 
and often their health and their very 
lives. 

For the millions of Americans who 
rely on health insurance to protect 
them and their loved ones when serious 
illness strikes, the Norwood-Dingell 
bill is a matter of life and death, and 
deserves to be passed by Congress. 

Every day we delay in passing these 
reforms means that more patients will 
suffer and die. Congress has an obliga-
tion to act and to act now. 

The abuses that take place every day 
should have no place in American med-
icine. Every doctor knows it. Every 
nurse knows it. Every patient knows it. 
The American people know it—and it is 
time the Republican leadership heeded 
their views. 

The first test of the sincerity of the 
Republican leadership will come this 
week when the House conferees are ap-
pointed. Will a majority of the House 
conferees come from those who sup-
ported the Norwood-Dingell bill, not 
just on final passage, but on the crit-
ical vote to replace it with the leader-
ship-backed alternative? 

The second test will come in the con-
ference itself. The danger is that the 
process will go into slow motion so 
that nothing happens until Congress 
adjourns for this session. There is 
ample time for genuine bipartisan ne-
gotiations to produce a strong, bipar-
tisan bill that Congress can pass and 
the President can sign before the ses-
sion ends. 

The issues are well-known. There is 
no need for the conference to be time- 
consuming—no need unless the objec-
tive is to pass a watered down bill, or 
nothing at all. The Norwood-Dingell 
bill received overwhelming bipartisan 
support in the House of Representa-
tives. The Senate conferees should do 
the right thing and simply accept that 
bill. 

The choice is clear. Prompt action to 
protect patients and their families—or 
more delay and denial. Those who prof-
it from the status quo have delayed ac-
tion long enough. It is time for Con-
gress to provide every family the pro-
tection they deserve. 

Mr. President, Friday, we had the ap-
pointment of the conferees to represent 
the Senate with the House of Rep-
resentatives on the HMO bill, the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights legislation. 

We want to let the Senate know we 
are prepared to meet today, tomorrow, 
the next day, and every single day to 
try to get a resolution of that issue be-
cause we know that every single day 
we do not act and have strong legisla-
tion, like the House of Representatives, 
American families are endangered and 
Americans are being hurt. That is 
wrong. We have the chance to act. On 
our side of the aisle, we are prepared to 
take action. We are prepared to meet. 
We believe this is one of the most im-
portant efforts we will have in this 
Congress. 

We will continue to challenge our 
colleagues on the other side to move 
ahead and have a conference. We have 
debated these issues. We have had a 
long time to debate them. We have had 
extensive debates in committee and for 
over a week on the floor of the Senate. 

Let’s get about protecting the Amer-
ican citizens on that Patients’ Bill of 
Rights—letting doctors make decisions 
rather than accountants. Every day, as 
I mentioned, that we fail to do so, we 
fail to protect American families. We 
want to go about America’s business 
and families’ business on health care. 
We are prepared to meet in conference 
now and every day in the future. 

I thank the Chair. 
f 

ON THE 1999–2000 AMERICA’S CUP 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today I 
call to the attention of my colleagues 
the battle for the America’s Cup, which 
begins this week in the Hauraki Gulf 
off Aukland, New Zealand. Five Amer-
ican and six international challengers 
are competing for the right to face 
Team New Zealand in races beginning 
next February. 

This competition, which promises to 
be a long, hard-fought affair, gives me 
an opportunity to share with my fellow 
Senators some thoughts on Rhode Is-
land’s celebrated history in yachting. 
It began in London in 1851, when the 
America’s Cup was designed and craft-
ed as a trophy for a race around the 
Isle of Wight. The cup was named after 
the yacht America which first won the 
trophy by beating the British yachts at 
Cowes. Yacht racing had only recently 
begun in North America at the time; 
John Cox Stevens had founded the New 
York Yacht Club in 1844 and in 1851 was 
still its first Commodore. 

But yacht racing was not so new in 
Britain, where forms of yachting had 
been a sport for about 250 years. In the 
mid-1850’s, Britannia ruled the waves 
in all respects, and it would never have 

occurred to them that an American 
outfit could challenge their yachting 
dominance. 

In 1857, John Stevens decided that 
the cup would be better in the hands of 
the New York Yacht Club for safe-
keeping and for organizing challenges. 
The cup, which graced the halls of the 
New York Yacht Club, became known 
as the America’s Cup and this has con-
tinued for 145 years. Until 1983, the New 
York Yacht Club successfully defended 
the cup in races off Newport, Rhode Is-
land, a venue which deservedly has 
come to be considered one of the sail-
ing capitals of the world. 

During these years, a great many 
Rhode Islanders stood out and earned 
outstanding reputations in this sport. 
Most notably, Nathanael Greene 
Herreshoff, ‘‘The Wizard of Bristol,’’ 
joined his visually impaired brother in 
the manufacture of boats and went on 
to design six successful America’s Cup 
defenders—Vigilant (in 1893), Defender 
(1895), Columbia (1899 and 1901), Reliance 
(1903) and Resolute (1920). In addition, 
the celebrated sailmaker and designer 
Ted Hood had more to do with the de-
velopment of the America’s Cup from 
the 1950’s to the 1970’s than any other 
person. Hood also won the Cup, 
helming Courageous in 1974. 

Today, Hood’s shipyard and many 
others in Rhode Island continue this 
proud tradition in the sailing world 
and have made the state’s boatbuilding 
industry second to none. The east 
shore of Narragansett Bay has 13 boat-
yards representing some of yachting’s 
most famous labels. In the words of one 
expert, ‘‘people across the world think 
of quality boats when they think of 
Rhode Island.’’ Combined with tourism 
from recreational boating, the state’s 
marine industry generates about $1.2 
billion annually and employees about 
6,000 workers. Rhode Island yards built 
boats for three America’s Cup syn-
dicates in 1995 and two more this year. 

One of the American challengers is of 
particular interest to me and to my 
constituents in Rhode Island. Young 
America, a two-boat syndicate put for-
ward by the New York Yacht Club, is 
one of the strongest challengers in 
these races. The club has stated its in-
tent to bring America’s Cup back to 
Newport, Rhode Island if—or should I 
say ‘‘when‘’—it dethrones Team New 
Zealand next March. Many, many 
Rhode Islanders eagerly look forward 
to the return of this great tradition to 
Newport, where it had such an out-
standing record of success for one hun-
dred and thirty-two years. 

Young America’s president, John 
Marshall, has been long involved with 
world-class sailing. Marshall won a 
bronze medal at the 1972 Olympics, and 
has been involved with eight America’s 
Cups since 1974. Marshall is a former 
president of and serves on the Board of 
Directors for North Sails, the largest 
sailmaker in the United States. 

Young America is skippered by Ed 
Baid, who played a key role in winning 
the 1995 America’s Cup as coach, trial 
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horse skipper and sparring partner for 
Team New Zealand. Baird was the 1995 
World Champion of Match Race Sailing 
and placed second at the Worlds in 1997, 
1996 and 1993. He is the only American 
to ever reach No. 1 in the World. The 
1995 Rolex U.S. Yachtsman of the Year, 
Baird is a multiple world champion. 

Let me also pay tribute to the sev-
eral Rhode Islanders that have been 
named to the Young America team. 
They include Newport sailors Ed 
Adams, Tom Burnham, Jamie Gale, 
Jerry Kirby, Tony Rey and Joan 
Touchette. The shore support and tech-
nical team includes Stewart Wiley of 
Portsmouth; Ken Bordin, Steve 
Connett, Matthew Gurl and Bernie 
Roeder of Newport; Wolfgang Chamber-
lain of Bristol; and Michael Spiller of 
Jamestown. 

Young America’s two boats were 
built by Bristol, Rhode Island’s Eric 
Goetz shipyard, recognized as one of 
the world’s foremost manufacturers of 
racing sailboats. I had the pleasure of 
visiting and touring the Goetz shipyard 
last April, and was greatly impressed 
with what I saw. 

Goetz has built seven America’s Cup 
contenders for the last two series of 
America’s Cup races—including boats 
commissioned by competing U.S. rac-
ing teams. This year’s boats, which 
cost about $3 million each, are the 
product of a first-rate team of techni-
cians and employ the most modern de-
sign and technology. Included is a keel 
developed by one of Rhode Island’s 
most storied companies, Browne & 
Sharpe Manufacturing. The competi-
tors in New Zealand are no doubt fix-
ated on the technological advance-
ments being introduced by Young 
America. 

Three sets of round robin races begin 
this week and end on December 14. The 
challenger semifinals and finals take 
place next January 2 through February 
4 to determine which syndicate will 
face the defending New Zealanders. The 
Finals of this grueling competition do 
not end until March 4. 

So I hope all Senators can take a mo-
ment today to recognize the com-
mencement of one of the world’s most 
prestigious sporting traditions, the 
America’s Cup. I wish good luck to all 
eleven competitors, but particularly to 
the Young America syndicate. For 
many of my state’s enthusiasts, it has 
been a long sixteen years waiting for 
this moment. 

f 

HATE CRIMES 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, vio-
lent acts of bigotry based on race, reli-
gion, ethnic background, sexual ori-
entation, gender, and disability con-
tinue to plague the nation. These vi-
cious crimes are a national disgrace 
and an attack on everything this coun-
try stands for, and it is essential for 
Congress to act against them. 

Earlier this year, the Senate added 
important provisions to combat hate 
crimes to the Commerce-Justice-State 

Appropriations Act. This afternoon, 
Senate-House conferees will meet to 
vote on a conference report that does 
not contain the hate crimes provision. 
Behind closed doors, the conferees have 
tentatively decided to drop the provi-
sion, and I urge them to reconsider. It 
is essential for Congress to take a 
stand against bigotry, and do all we 
can to end these modern-day lynchings 
that continue to occur in communities 
across the country. 

Many of us are aware of the most 
highly-publicized incidents, especially 
the brutal murders of James Byrd in 
Jasper, Texas, and Matthew Shepard in 
Laramie, Wyoming. But these two 
killings are just the tip of the iceberg. 
Many other gruesome acts of hatred 
have occurred this year: 

January 14, 1999, El Dorado, Cali-
fornia—Thomas Gary, 38, died after 
being run over by a truck and shot 
with a shotgun. The assailant claimed 
that Mr. Gary had made a pass at him. 

January 17, 1999, Texas City, Texas— 
Two black gay men, Laaron Morris and 
Kevin Tryals, were shot to death and 
one of the men was left inside a burn-
ing car. 

February 7, 1999, Miami, Florida— 
Three young women stalked, beat and 
stabbed a gay man while yelling anti- 
gay epithets. 

February 19, 1999, Sylacauga, Ala-
bama—Billy Jack Gaither, a gay man, 
was abducted, beaten to death with an 
ax handle, and set on fire on burning 
tires in a remote area. 

February 24, 1999, Ft. Lauderdale, 
Fla.—A black woman, Jody-Gaye Bai-
ley, died after being shot in the head 
by a self-proclaimed skinhead. Minutes 
before the shooting the perpetrator re-
portedly boasted of wanting to go out 
and kill a black person. Bailey and her 
boyfriend, who is Caucasian, were 
stopped at a red light when the killer 
fired at Bailey seven times. The boy-
friend was uninjured. 

February 1999, Yosemite National 
Park, California—An individual 
charged with the murder of four 
women—one of whom was a 16-year old 
girl—in Yosemite National Park told 
police investigators that he had fanta-
sized about killing women for three 
decades. 

March 1, 1999, Richmond, Virginia—A 
gay, homeless man was killed and his 
severed head was left atop a footbridge 
in James River Park near a popular 
meeting place for gay men. 

May 1999, Kenosha, Wisconsin—A 27- 
year-old man intentionally swerved his 
car onto a sidewalk to run over two Af-
rican-American teens. After hitting the 
two cyclists, he left the scene and kept 
driving until stopped by police. Eight 
years earlier the same man rammed his 
car twice into a stopped van carrying 
five African-American men and drove 
away. 

June 2, 1999, West Palm Beach, Flor-
ida—Two teenagers admitted that they 
beat a gay man, Steven Goedereis, to 
death on April 27, 1998 because he 
called one of them ‘‘beautiful.’’ 

June/July 1, 1999, Northern Cali-
fornia—Three synagogues in the Sac-
ramento area were destroyed by arson. 
Two brothers, who have links to an or-
ganized hate group, are suspects in the 
arson as well as the shotgun murders of 
two gay men in Redding, Calif., Win-
field Scott Mowder and Gary Matson. 

July 4th weekend, 1999, Illinois/Indi-
ana—An indiviudal associated with a 
racist and anti-Semitic organization, 
Benjamin Smith, killed an African- 
American man, Ricky Byrdsong, and 
wounded six orthodox Jews in Chicago 
before killing a Korean student, Won- 
Joon Yoon, in Bloomington, Ind. 

July 24, 1999, San Diego, California— 
Hundreds of people were tear-gassed 
when a military style tear-gas canister 
was released near the Family Matters 
group at the San Diego gay pride pa-
rade. The 70-person group included 
small children and babies in strollers. 

August 10, 1999, Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia—A former security guard for a 
white supremacist organization, Buford 
O. Furrow, wounded five individuals, 
including young children, at a Los An-
geles Jewish community center, and 
later killed a Filipino-American postal 
worker, Joseph Illeto. 

Clearly, the federal government 
should be doing more to halt these vi-
cious crimes that shock the conscience 
of the nation. 

Dropping the bipartisan Senate pro-
visions from the DJS conference report 
is a serious mistake. For too long, the 
federal government has been forced to 
fight hate crimes with one hand tied 
behind its back. Congress must speak 
with a united voice against hate-based 
violence. All Americans deserve to 
know that the full force of federal law 
will be available to punish these atroc-
ities. 

Congress has a responsibility to act 
this year. The continuing silence of 
Congress on this festering issue is deaf-
ening, and it is unacceptable. We must 
stop acting as if somehow this funda-
mental issue is just a state and local 
problem. It isn’t. It’s a national prob-
lem, and it’s an outrage that Congress 
has been missing in action for so long. 
I urge the conferees to reconsider their 
action, and include a strong provision 
on hate crimes in the conference re-
port. 

Mr. President, I make these remarks 
because the timeliness of them is so 
important. I see my friend and col-
league from Oregon, who shares these 
concerns. Again, we wanted to address 
this issue, which will be before the con-
ference committee on the State-Jus-
tice appropriations this afternoon. We 
will be faced with this issue in a con-
ference report in these next 2, 3 days. It 
is regarding the inclusion or exclusion 
of the hate crimes legislation. 

We passed hate crimes legislation as 
part of the State-Justice-Commerce 
appropriations. It is in conference at a 
time when this country has been faced 
with a series of acts that have been 
violent on the basis of bigotry—based 
on race, religion, ethnic background, 
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sexual orientation, gender, and dis-
ability. These challenges continue to 
plague the Nation. These vicious 
crimes are a national disgrace and an 
attack on everything for which this 
country stands. It is essential for Con-
gress to act against them. 

Just in the very recent times, we 
have seen the brutal murders of James 
Byrd in Jasper, TX, and Matthew Shep-
herd in Wyoming. These two killings 
are the tip of the iceberg. Many other 
gruesome acts of hatred have occurred 
this year. 

On January 14, Thomas Gary died 
after being run over by a truck and 
shot with a shotgun. The assailant 
claimed that Mr. Gary had made a pass 
at him. 

On January 17, 1999, Texas City, TX, 
two black gay men, Laaron Morris and 
Kevin Tryals, were shot to death, and 
one of the men was left inside a burn-
ing car. 

On February 7, 1999, three young 
women, stalked, beat, and stabbed a 
gay man while yelling antigay epi-
thets. 

On February 24, in Fort Lauderdale, 
a black woman, Jody-Gaye Bailey, died 
after being shot in the head by a self- 
proclaimed skinhead. Minutes before 
the shooting, the perpetrator report-
edly boasted of wanting to go out and 
kill a black person. 

In February 1999, Yosemite National 
Park, California, an individual charged 
with the murder of four women—one of 
whom was a 16-year-old girl—in Yosem-
ite National Park, told police inves-
tigators that he had fantasized about 
killing women for three decades. 

The list goes on and on, and that is 
happening in communities all across 
the country. This legislation has been 
taken into consideration. A number of 
the points have been raised by Mem-
bers over the last 3, 4 years. The statis-
tics are very clear. This kind of prob-
lem is escalating, not decreasing. All 
we are asking is, in the very selected 
cases that would qualify under this leg-
islation, that we not deny the Federal 
Government from participating with 
the State and local prosecutors in 
order to be able to solve these prob-
lems. These crimes are not just crimes 
against individuals, they are rooted in 
bigotry and hatred so deep that they 
have an important and dramatic and 
horrific affect upon a community. 

We will see the opportunity, hope-
fully, for that Commerce Committee 
conference this afternoon to vote on 
these issues. We should at least have a 
vote on these matters and, hopefully, 
the Commerce Committee will not dis-
appoint America’s march toward jus-
tice. 

Mr. WYDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, I am happy to. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I think 

the distinguished Senator has made a 
very eloquent statement on this mat-
ter of hate crimes. As we have seen so 
often on these issues of justice for gay 
folks, and when we are talking about 

issues relating to race, the issue al-
ways is brought out that in some way 
we are advocating ‘‘special rights,’’ or 
‘‘preferences,’’ or something of this na-
ture. I think what the Senator from 
Massachusetts is asking for—and per-
haps he can speak to this—is simply to 
make it clear the U.S. Congress is 
going to draw a line in the sand against 
violence borne out of bigotry and prej-
udice. 

We are not talking about special 
rights. We are not talking about pref-
erences for one group because of their 
sexual orientation or race; we are talk-
ing about Americans’ right to be free 
from violence borne out of prejudice 
and hatred. Is that what the Senator 
from Massachusetts is talking about? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator has 
stated it well and accurately. These 
kinds of crimes, as I mentioned very 
briefly, rip at the heart and soul of all 
Americans. No one could read about 
these extraordinary acts of violence di-
rected toward specified groups, such as 
those that took place in Yosemite, 
where that individual had in his mind 
one purpose and one purpose only, and 
that was to kill women. That was it. It 
wasn’t against someone with whom he 
had a difference. That is the kind of vi-
cious intent we have seen. We have 
seen that regarding race, religion, and 
sexual orientation. 

All we are saying is, in the prosecu-
tion of those crimes, we are not going 
to fight it with one hand behind our 
backs. We are not going to deny it in 
the very selective numbers that will be 
in—I think you are looking at each 
group, and there are something like 
maybe 20, 30 cases a year—probably 
even less—in the testimony of those 
who represent the Justice Department 
in any of these areas. But they are so 
vicious and so horrific that we are 
going to say we are not going to permit 
that to take place in this country. 

We have the opportunity to make a 
positive commitment in that area in 
our conference before we leave this 
year, and we don’t want to lose that 
opportunity. The Senator from Oregon 
has been a leader on this issue, and our 
friend and colleague from New York, 
Senator SCHUMER, and Senator SPEC-
TER have been strong leaders. This has 
been a bipartisan effort for a long pe-
riod of time. We don’t want to deny the 
chance of having success. 

Mr. WYDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for one last point? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, I am happy to. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I think 

what the Senator from Massachusetts 
said is very important for our col-
leagues to focus on as we go to this 
conference, which I think will be start-
ing in a few minutes. 

My understanding is that the bipar-
tisan proposal of the Senator from 
Massachusetts and Senator SPECTER 
does not, in any way, preempt State 
and local authority in this area. My 
understanding is that it is only if and 
when State and local authorities don’t 
act against these morally repugnant 

crimes that the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has described—that only then 
would the Federal Government come 
in. I will say, from my standpoint, 
what the Senator from Massachusetts 
is talking about certainly meets my 
definition of what ought to constitute 
compassionate conservatism. 

I am very pleased that my colleague 
from Oregon, Senator SMITH, has joined 
with Senator SPECTER and others on 
the other side of the aisle. I so appre-
ciate the leadership of the Senator 
from Massachusetts. I want him to 
know that I plan to stand shoulder to 
shoulder with him until we get this law 
passed. This is unacceptable. It is gro-
tesque that this Congress would not 
take up this issue, and we cannot allow 
this issue to be ducked any further. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, one of 

the most significant amendments that 
the Senate adopted as part of the Com-
merce-Justice-State appropriations bill 
is the Hate Crimes Prevention Act. 
This legislation amends the federal 
hate crimes statute to make it easier 
for federal law enforcement officials to 
investigate and prosecute cases of ra-
cial and religious violence. It also fo-
cuses the attention and resources of 
the Federal Government on the prob-
lem of hate crimes committed against 
people because of their sexual orienta-
tion, gender, or disability. I commend 
Senator KENNEDY for his leadership on 
this bill, and I am proud to have been 
an original cosponsor. 

It is time to pass this important leg-
islation. It has been over a year since 
the fatal beating of Matthew Shepard 
in Laramie, Wyoming, and the drag-
ging death of James Byrd in Jaspar, 
Texas—brutal attacks that stunned the 
Nation. 

Since those incidents, we have seen 
other acts of violence motivated by 
hate and bigotry, including the horrific 
incident two months ago in Los Ange-
les, when a gunman burst into a Jewish 
community center and opened fire on a 
room full of young children. When the 
gunman surrendered, he said that his 
rampage had been motivated by his ha-
tred of Jews. The month before, a mur-
derous string of drive-by shootings in 
Illinois and Indiana left two people 
dead and nine wounded. Again, the mo-
tivation was racial and religious hate. 

These are sensational crimes, the 
ones that focus public attention. But 
there also is a toll we are paying each 
year in other hate crimes that find less 
notoriety, but with no less suffering for 
the victims and their families. 

All Americans have the right to live, 
travel and gather where they choose. 
In the past we have responded as a na-
tion to deter and to punish violent de-
nials of civil rights. We have enacted 
federal laws to protect the civil rights 
of all of our citizens for more than 100 
years. The Hate Crimes Prevention Act 
continues that great and honorable 
tradition. 

When the Senate passed the Com-
merce-State-Justice appropriations bill 
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last month, there seemed to be general 
agreement about the need to strength-
en our national hate crimes laws. Both 
the Hate Crimes Prevention Act and a 
more limited hate crimes bill spon-
sored by Senator HATCH were included 
in the managers’ amendment by unani-
mous consent. These bills complement 
and do not conflict with each other, 
and Senator KENNEDY and I have been 
working hard to address Senator 
HATCH’s concerns about our legislation. 

I had hoped that a consensus provi-
sion would be worked out in time for us 
to report as part of this appropriations 
bill, and I am disappointed that we 
have been unable to meet this deadline. 

Five months ago, Matthew Shepard’s 
mother testified before the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee and called upon 
Congress to pass the Hate Crimes Pre-
vention Act without delay. Let me 
echo her eloquent words: 

Today, we have it within our power to send 
a very different message than the one re-
ceived by the people who killed my son. It is 
time to stop living in denial and to address 
a real problem that is destroying families 
like mine, James Byrd Jr.’s, Billy Jack 
Gaither’s and many others across America. 
. . . We need to decide what kind of nation 
we want to be. One that treats all people 
with dignity and respect, or one that allows 
some people and their family members to be 
marginalized. 

There are still a few weeks left in 
this session; we should pass the Hate 
Crimes Prevention Act this year. 

f 

FAIR TRADE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ACT OF 1999 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
join my colleagues, Senators DURBIN, 
HATCH, SANTORUM, BYRD and HOLLINGS 
in introducing the Fair Trade Law En-
forcement Act of 1999. Unfortunately, 
because of the long and important de-
bate on campaign finance reform last 
Friday, I was unable to make a state-
ment with the rest of my colleagues 
when the bill was introduced. However, 
I stand today to praise this legislation 
which will take significant steps to up-
date and enhance critical U.S. trade 
laws. It has been far too long, well over 
a decade in fact, since the last general 
reform of our trade laws, and current 
circumstances—including global reces-
sions, economic turmoil and our surg-
ing trade deficit—necessitate the 
prompt action of Congress. 

The trade laws in question, particu-
larly the safeguard, countervailing 
duty and anti-dumping laws, are vital 
to the manufacturing sector of our 
economy. They are often the first and 
last line of defense for U.S. industries 
injured by unfairly or illegally traded 
imports. Companies, workers, families 
and communities rely heavily on these 
laws to prevent the ill-effects of unfair 
trading by our trading partners. Unfor-
tunately, recent events like the steel 
import crisis have demonstrated how 
painfully inadequate our current trade 
laws are in responding to rapid import 
surges. The flooding of U.S. markets 
with unfairly or illegally traded goods 

causes severe and often irreparable 
harm to our workers and domestic in-
jury, and it is high time we revisit our 
trade laws in an effort to make our 
laws more responsive to the changing 
landscape of the global economy and 
international trade. 

The reforms we are proposing today 
fall into three categories. The first are 
improvements to our safeguard laws. 
Current U.S. safeguard standards are 
often more strict than the cor-
responding standards in the WTO Safe-
guards Agreement. This means U.S. 
manufacturers are playing at a dis-
advantage to their foreign trading 
partners. Whereas a foreign trading 
partner must prove only that an im-
port surge, like the steel import crisis 
we have seen since July of 1997, is a 
cause of injury, domestic producers are 
hindered by U.S. trade laws which re-
quire our domestic industry to prove 
that the imports are a substantial 
cause of injury. This inequity hampers 
the ability of our domestic industry to 
receive relief from unfairly traded im-
ports, and creates an unequal playing 
field on which our foreign trading part-
ners have an advantage. It also con-
tributes to making the U.S. the dump-
ing ground for illegal and unfairly 
traded imports. Our trading partners 
know the U.S. standard is high, and 
they exploit that fact. This bill simply 
brings U.S. safeguard laws with respect 
to causation standards and injury fac-
tors into line with WTO laws, and puts 
our domestic industries on equal foot-
ing with the rest of the world. 

Second, this legislation amends our 
anti-dumping and countervailing duty 
laws. It establishes a presumption of 
threat and of critical circumstances 
when imports surge and prices fall to 
an extraordinary degree. A critical cir-
cumstances determination, which is 
provided for under WTO standards, al-
lows the ITC and the Department of 
Commerce to apply relief to imports 
entering before the preliminary deter-
mination in a trade case when inves-
tigating authorities find a history of 
injurious dumping or such a dramatic 
surge in imports that, absent retro-
active relief, the effect of an anti- 
dumping measure would be severely 
undermined. One of the proposals in 
this legislation simply provides for the 
Department of Commerce and the ITC 
to apply these rebuttable presumptions 
when drastic import surges are coupled 
with sharp domestic price declines. 
Again, these presumptions are rebutta-
ble, meaning all of our trading partners 
have the right to appeal the determina-
tion of threat or critical cir-
cumstances. All this provision suggests 
is that we give our domestic industry 
the benefit of the doubt regarding the 
injury they are suffering when huge 
spikes in imports are accompanied by a 
rapid decline in domestic prices. We 
saw first hand last year how effective 
the presumption of threat and critical 
circumstances can be. When the Com-
merce Department determined critical 
circumstances existed on numerous 

steel trade cases, the decline in im-
ports for the following months was im-
mediately visible. The specter of a ret-
roactive tariff or duty is a powerful de-
terrent to continuing unfair and illegal 
trading practices. 

This bill makes still other improve-
ments in our anti-dumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws. Our legislation 
will make it tougher for our trading 
partners to circumvent an anti-dump-
ing or countervailing duty order. No 
longer will foreign nations be able to 
skirt around our laws by making slight 
alterations to the products they are ex-
porting to the U.S. We clarify that 
these AD/CVD orders include products 
that have been changed in only minor 
respects. The captive production clari-
fication is an important provision to 
ensure fainrness as well. 

Also, the Fair Trade Law Enforce-
ment Act of 1999 prevents AD/CVD 
cases from being terminated by suspen-
sion agreements against the wishes of 
the injured U.S. industry. As we saw 
during the steel crisis, the Administra-
tion reached suspension agreements on 
trade cases that the domestic industry 
was confident of winning. Those cases 
would have provided significant relief 
for the injured U.S. steel industry by 
imposing tariffs and or duties which 
would have ‘‘priced out’’ many of our 
guilty trading partners from the U.S. 
steel market. Instead, foreign nations 
which were facing the prospect of hav-
ing zero or very restricted access to the 
U.S. market were guaranteed a signifi-
cant share of our market as a result of 
negotiated suspension agreements. The 
reforms in this bill will require the 
consent of a majority of the injured in-
dustry, both companies and workers, in 
order for the suspension agreement to 
be finalized. This particular piece of 
the bill has already been reported out 
of the Finance Committee, and it is 
critical to ensuring that any domestic 
industry injured by unfair or illegal 
imports is afforded proportional relief. 

Finally, this bill also creates a steel 
import monitoring program designed 
to act as an early notification system 
when imports begin flooding the U.S. 
market. When the steel import surge 
began in July of 1997 it was many 
months, even close to a year, before 
anyone in the Administration would 
even admit that the spike in imports 
was occurring and that it was poten-
tially harmful to the domestic indus-
try. During that time businesses went 
bankrupt and thousands of employees 
were laid off. The amendment we pro-
pose in this bill will make it much 
easier to track imports and will pro-
vide much quicker notification of po-
tentially harmful import surges. Quite 
simply, the sooner we learn of unfair 
import surges, the sooner the Adminis-
tration, Congress and the industry 
itself can take the necessary steps to 
provide the industry, companies and 
workers with the relief they deserve. 

This bill being introduced today pro-
vides much need adjustments to our 
trade laws. Too many of the provisions 
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currently designed to provide relief to 
our domestic manufacturing sector 
have been antiquated by recent 
changes in the global economy and the 
structure of international trade. It is 
time we reaffirm our commitment to 
our manufacturing base by updating 
and enhancing the very laws designed 
to protect U.S. manufacturers from un-
fair and illegal imports from abroad. 

I should note to my colleagues that I 
remain an ardent supporter of open and 
fair trade. Exports have become an en-
gine of growth for the U.S. economy. 
The numbers speak for themselves. 
Last year, Americans exported over 
$688 billion worth of goods and services. 
In saying this, I proudly can point to 
my own state’s experience, and how it 
proves in a powerful way that we must 
pursue the opportunities of the global 
economy. In the past decade, West Vir-
ginia has gone about, deliberately and 
energetically, changing its perception 
of the outside world in a way that has 
had tremendous economic payoff. In 
just the past five years, our exports 
have increased by 40%. We have large 
and small companies alike exporting to 
China, Korea, Taiwan, and Japan. 
These companies exported over $2.2 bil-
lion worth of goods just last year. In 
percentage of products made which are 
exported abroad, West Virginia ranks 
4th among all 50 states. Perhaps the 
most stunning number to me is that 
every billion dollars in exports sup-
ports about 17,000 U.S. jobs—that 
means that more than 35,000 jobs in 
West Virginia are directly linked to ex-
porting. 

I know that trade is critical to my 
state’s continued economic develop-
ment. West Virginia’s case proves that 
even small economies can use expanded 
trade opportunities as a mechanism for 
further growth and prosperity. How-
ever, our increasingly globalized and 
ever expanding economy requires our 
finding new ways to adapt to change. 
Americans thrive in that environment 
and will therefore excel in this New 
Economy. But transitions are almost 
always hard. I think how a country 
deals with the dislocations of change 
says a lot about its priorities and 
about its ultimate success as we move 
into a new world and a new century. 

I fully recognize that much in this 
bill will provoke debate. I welcome it. 
The Finance Committee can and must 
begin to consider how best to update 
our trade laws. I am confident that as 
trade becomes unquestionably one of 
the most powerful economic deter-
miners in our economy, we will do so. 

My efforts to deal with the real world 
consequences for West Virginia steel 
families, communities and manufactur-
ers when they were hit with an unprec-
edented deluge of steel imports in late 
1997 and 1998 resulted in my proposal of 
a steel quota bill that was considered 
on the Senate floor and rejected large-
ly on the grounds that we weren’t play-
ing by the world’s rules. I’m here to let 
my colleagues know that as the world 
changes, we must change with it—we 

must support the expanded opportuni-
ties for trade by guarding against the 
acquiescence to circumstances where 
our workers end up hurt with no re-
course but to promote isolationism. 

f 

THE FY 2000 HUD/VA 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ex-
press my strong support for the VA/ 
HUD Appropriations Act for FY 2000, 
which passed the Senate last Friday. I 
commend Chairman BOND and Ranking 
Member MIKULSKI for their skilled 
work on resolving the important issues 
involved in this legislation. We could 
not have achieved such an excellent 
measure without their leadership and 
commitment. 

I am pleased that the legislation in-
cludes significant new funding alloca-
tions for some of HUD’s most critical 
programs. We have promised America’s 
citizens to stand up for their priorities, 
and this legislation is an important 
part of keeping that promise. 

The bill includes an additional 60,000 
Section 8 vouchers. These vouchers are 
critical for struggling families across 
the country, many of whom pay more 
than half their income in rent. 

The bill also restores $70 million for 
Round II Empowerment Zones. This 
restoration honors our promise to the 
communities who have worked hard to 
build partnerships to revitalize their 
communities, based upon the promise 
that they would have HUD resources to 
leverage the funds they have raised in 
private-sector investments. The City of 
Boston and many other communities 
will benefit from this effort, and I am 
pleased that we support their initiative 
with these well-deserved resources. 

I am also pleased that the Commu-
nity Builders program is supported in 
the Act. The program provides a single 
point of contact with HUD for clients 
and customers, and streamlines access 
to HUD resources. With these improve-
ments, HUD will be serving citizens 
more ably and expeditiously, and the 
preservation of this important program 
is an essential part of the legislation. 

These initiatives offer hope to many 
distressed communities and low in-
come families who are still left behind 
in this period of extraordinary eco-
nomic growth. We must never forget 
our commitment to safe and affordable 
housing for our neediest citizens. I 
commend my colleagues for their skill-
ful work which has led to this major 
legislation. 

f 

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
today I rise to correct the RECORD by 
noting that Senator BARBARA BOXER 
was erroneously listed as having signed 
the letter Senator WARNER and I wrote 
on October 12, 1999, regarding the Sen-
ate’s need to postpone voting on the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Her 
name should therefore be excised from 
this letter. 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business Friday, October 15, 
1999, the Federal debt stood at 
$5,664,657,029,541.87 (Five trillion, six 
hundred sixty-four billion, six hundred 
fifty-seven million, twenty-nine thou-
sand, five hundred forty-one dollars 
and eighty-seven cents). 

One year ago, October 15, 1998, the 
Federal debt stood at $5,537,594,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred thirty- 
seven billion, five hundred ninety-four 
million). 

Fifteen years ago, October 15, 1984, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$1,590,669,000,000 (One trillion, five hun-
dred ninety billion, six hundred sixty- 
nine million). 

Twenty-five years ago, October 15, 
1974, the Federal debt stood at 
$478,586,000,000 (Four hundred seventy- 
eight billion, five hundred eighty-six 
million) which reflects a debt increase 
of more than $5 trillion— 
$5,186,071,029,541.87 (Five trillion, one 
hundred eighty-six billion, seventy-one 
million, twenty-nine thousand, five 
hundred forty-one dollars and eighty- 
seven cents) during the past 25 years. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORT OF THE UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS-
SION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—PM 65 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
As required by section 307(c) of the 

Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5877(c)), I transmit herewith the 
Annual Report of the United States 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, which 
covers activities that occurred in fiscal 
year 1998. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 18, 1999. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
At 5:05 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
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Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 3036. An act to restore motor carrier 
safety enforcement authority to the Depart-
ment of Transportation. 

H.R. 2684. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 356. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain property from the United 
States to Stanislaus County, California. 

The enrolled bills were signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

Pursuant to the order of August 4, 
1977, the following bill was discharged 
from the Committee on the Budget, 
and placed on the calendar: 

S. 1214. A bill to ensure the liberties of the 
people by promoting federalism, to protect 
the reserved powers of the States, to impose 
accountability for Federal preemption of 
State and local laws, and for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–5663. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety/Se-
curity Zone Regulations; Chesapeake Bay, 
Hampton, VA (CGD05–99–090)’’ (RIN2115– 
AA97) (1999–0065), received October 7, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–5664. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety/Se-
curity Zone Regulations; Mile 94.0 to Mile 
96.0, Lower Mississippi River, Above Head of 
Passes (COTP New Orleans, LA 99–026)’’ 
(RIN2115–AA97) (1999–0066), received October 
7, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5665. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Passaic River, NJ 
(CGD01–99–171)’’ (RIN2115–AE47) (1999–0047), 
received October 7, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5666. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Inner Harbor Navigation 
Canal, LA (CGD08–99–0111’’ (RIN2115–E47) 
(1999–0048), received October 7, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–5667. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 

Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way, Algiers Alternate Route, LA (CGD08–99– 
057)’’ (2115–AE47) (1999–0046), received October 
7, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5668. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Suwannee River, FL 
(CGD07–98–054)’’ (2115–AE47) (1999–0045), re-
ceived October 7, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5669. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Rules of 
Practice, Procedure, and Evidence for Ad-
ministrative Proceedings of the Coast Guard 
(USCG–1998–3472)’’ (2115–AF59) (1999–0003), re-
ceived October 7, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5670. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘User Fees 
for Marine Licensing, Certificates of Reg-
istry, and Merchant Mariner Documents 
(USCG–1997–0002)’’ (2115–AF49) (1999–0002), re-
ceived October 7, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5671. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Closure of the 
Central Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alas-
ka for Pacific Cod by the Inshore Compo-
nent’’, received October 13, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–5672. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Pol-
lock by Vessels Catching Pollock for Proc-
essing by the Inshore Component in the Ber-
ing Sea Subarea’’ received October 13, 1999; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–5673. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Vessels 
Catching Pollock for Processing by the 
Inshore Component in the Bering Sea Sub-
area’’ received October 5, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–5674. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific 
Cod by Catcher Vessels Using Trawl Gear in 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands’’ re-
ceived October 5, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5675. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Closure of the 
Central Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alas-
ka for Pacific Cod by the Inshore Compo-
nent’’, received October 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–5676. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Closure of the 
Eastern Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alas-
ka to Retention of Shortraker and Rougheye 
Rockfish’’, received October 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–5677. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries off 
West Coast States and in the Western Pa-
cific; Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; End 
of the Primary Season and Resumption of 
Trip Limits for the Shore-based Whiting Sec-
tor’’, received October 5, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–5678. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Summer Floun-
der Fishery; Notification of Waiver of An-
nual Federal Summer Flounder Recreational 
Measures’’, received October 5, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. CHAFEE, from the Committee on 

Environment and Public Works, without 
amendment: 

S. 1119. A bill to amend the Act of August 
9, 1950, to continue funding of the Coastal 
Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restora-
tion Act (Rept. No. 106–193). 

By Mr. CHAFEE, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, without 
amendment: 

S. 1744. An original bill to amend the En-
dangered Species Act of 1973 to provide that 
certain species conservation reports shall 
continue to be submitted (Rept. No. 106–194). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

S. 1275. A bill to authorize to Secretary of 
the Interior to produce and sell products and 
to sell publications relating to the Hoover 
Dam, and to deposit revenues generated from 
the sales into the Colorado River Dam fund 
(Rept. No. 106–195). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself and Mr. 
CRAIG): 

S. 1742. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to permit certain skilled 
nursing facilities to participate in the 3-year 
transition period under the prospective pay-
ment system for skilled nursing facility 
services; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CLELAND: 
S. 1743. A bill to amend the Transportation 

Equity Act for the 21st Century to authorize 
the State of Georgia to participate in the 
State infrastructure bank pilot program; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
S. 1744. An original bill to amend the En-

dangered Species Act of 1973 to provide that 
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certain species conservation reports shall 
continue to be submitted; from the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works; 
placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. REED: 
S. 1745. A bill to establish and expand child 

opportunity zone family centers in elemen-
tary schools and secondary schools, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN: 
S. 1746. A bill to authorize negotiation of a 

free trade agreement with the Republic of 
Turkey, to provide authority for the imple-
mentation of the agreement, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CLELAND: 
S. 1743. A bill to amend the Transpor-

tation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
to authorize the State of Georgia to 
participate in the State infrastructure 
bank pilot program; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 
STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK PILOT PROGRAM 

LEGISLATION 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation which 
would allow my home state of Georgia 
to participate in the State Infrastruc-
ture Bank (SIB) program. Prior to the 
enactment of the Transportation Eq-
uity Act for the 21st Century (TEA–21) 
all 50 states were eligible for SIB re-
volving funds, which are capitalized 
with federal and state contributions 
and used to provide loans and other 
forms of non-grant assistance to trans-
portation projects. TEA–21, however, 
limited an enhanced SIB program to 
four states (California, Florida, Mis-
souri, Rhode Island). My bill would add 
Georgia as a fifth state for participa-
tion in the SIB program. 

Georgia and Metro Atlanta, I believe, 
can be a national model on how to 
meet clean air standards and manage 
suburban sprawl without compromising 
economic growth. Governor Roy 
Barnes and the Georgia General Assem-
bly deserve a great deal of credit for 
grabbing the bull by the horns when 
they enacted historic legislation cre-
ating the Georgia Regional Transpor-
tation Authority (GRTA). GRTA will 
work with other state agencies and or-
ganizations to solve the traffic, pollu-
tion, and sprawl problems that plague 
Metro Atlanta. 

In order to carry out its legislative 
charge in conjunction with the Georgia 
Department of Transportation (GDOT), 
the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Tran-
sit Authority (MARTA), the Atlanta 
Regional Commission (ARC), and other 
transportation agencies, GRTA will 
need sufficient financial resources to 
become a regional authority with 
teeth. To assist in procurement of 
these resources, the legislation I am in-
troducing today would extend the 
State Infrastructure Bank program to 
include Georgia. I believe that this pro-
gram can be a vital component in fund-
ing such important projects as the 
multi-state high speed rail corridor. 

The SIB program authorizes loans to 
a public or private entity to cover the 
partial or complete cost of an approved 
project, and it allows for innovative 
planning and development of funding 
streams for repayment, which does not 
begin until five years after the comple-
tion of the project. Additionally, TEA– 
21 allows for the creation of a 
multistate infrastructure bank system 
among the pilot states. In so doing, 
states would be encouraged to share 
not only funds but also ideas for com-
bating pollution and traffic problems 
and encouraging alternative forms of 
transportation. Georgia would be a per-
fect addition to this mix. 

Georgia can be a model for the na-
tion—an example for other states that 
are facing similar problems of bal-
ancing growth and livability. Georgia’s 
participation in the SIB program would 
provide more options to fund the solu-
tions that will allow the proper balance 
to be struck. GRTA, GDOT and the 
other transportation entities in Geor-
gia have expressed to me their enthu-
siasm over the possibilities that are 
presented by Georgia’s participation in 
the SIB program. I hope that my Sen-
ate colleagues will join with me in sup-
port of this legislation which will allow 
Georgia to participate in the SIB pro-
gram and in doing so it will illustrate 
to the country the full potential of this 
program. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1743 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK 

PILOT PROGRAM. 
Section 1511(b)(1)(A) of the Transportation 

Equity Act for the 21st Century (23 U.S.C. 181 
note; 112 Stat. 251) is amended by inserting 
‘‘Georgia,’’ after ‘‘Florida’’. 

By Mr. REED: 
S. 1745. A bill to establish and expand 

child opportunity zone family centers 
in elementary schools and secondary 
schools, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 
CHILD OPPORTUNITY ZONE FAMILY CENTERS ACT 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to en-
courage communities to foster school- 
based or school-linked family centers. 
These centers would provide a com-
prehensive array of information, sup-
port, services, and activities to im-
prove the education, health, mental 
health, safety, and economic well-being 
of children and their families. 

As we strive to ensure the academic 
and future success of our students, we 
must recognize that the increasingly 
complex needs of children cannot be 
met by the education system alone. 

Some facts to illustrate this point: 
Today, 11.3 million children—more 

than 90 percent of them in working 
families—have no health insurance. 

7.5 million children under the age of 
18 require mental health services, while 
the National Institute of Mental 
Health estimates that fewer than one 
in five receive the help they need. 

It is estimated that nearly five mil-
lion school-age children spend time 
without adult supervision during a typ-
ical week. Meanwhile, FBI data show 
that the peak hours for violent juvenile 
crime occur during the after-school 
hours of 3:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

Also according to the FBI, juveniles 
accounted for 17 percent of all violent 
crime arrests in 1997, and juveniles are 
victims in nearly 25 percent of all 
crimes. 

To address these and other serious 
issues facing our children and families, 
a few states and localities have estab-
lished centers and developed programs 
designed to provide families with ac-
cess and linkages to needed social serv-
ices in a location that is easily 
accessed by families—their children’s 
school. All too often, the programs and 
services currently available to assist 
children and families, like health and 
mental health care, nutritional pro-
grams, child care, housing, and job 
training, exist in a fragmented fashion, 
making it difficult for many families 
to find a point of entry. The aim of my 
legislation is to bring these vital serv-
ices under one familiar roof so children 
and families have easy access to needed 
services. 

Research indicates that school- 
linked family center programs are a 
cost-effective way to provide supports 
to children and families. According to 
a report by the Northeast and Islands 
Regional Educational Laboratory, 
school-linked services can also ‘‘help to 
increase student achievement, save 
money and reduce overlapping services, 
reach those children and families most 
in need, make schools more welcoming 
to families, increase community sup-
port for the school, and help at-risk 
families develop the capacity to man-
age their own lives successfully.’’ 

My legislation, the Child Oppor-
tunity Zone Family Centers Act, builds 
on a successful model in my home state 
of Rhode Island, the Rhode Island Child 
Opportunity Zone (COZ) Family Center 
initiative. 

The Child Opportunity Zone Family 
Centers Act would provide grants on a 
competitive basis to partnerships con-
sisting of a high poverty school; school 
district; other public agency, such as a 
department of health or social services; 
and non-profit community organiza-
tions, including a family health center 
that provides mental health services. 
Partnerships would be required to com-
plete a needs assessment, and then use 
this information to provide children 
and families with linkages to existing 
community prevention and interven-
tion services in the core areas of edu-
cation, health, and family support. In 
addition, partnerships would provide 
violence prevention education to chil-
dren and families and training to en-
able families to help their children 
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meet challenging standards and suc-
ceed in school. 

The guiding principle of Rhode Is-
land’s COZ Family Centers is to help 
children and families get the assist-
ance they need. This principle is re-
flected in my legislation, which con-
tains accountability provisions to en-
sure that partnerships focus on im-
provements in student achievement, 
school readiness, family participation 
in schools, access to health care, men-
tal health care, child care, and family 
support services and work to reduce vi-
olence-related problems, truancy, sus-
pension, and dropout rates in order to 
continue to receive funding. 

As we prepare to work on the reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, I believe that it 
is critical that we do all we can to pro-
vide a seamless, integrated system of 
support for children and families. By 
giving families an opportunity to get 
the support they need, we can truly 
help children succeed in school and 
life. I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this important legislation and work for 
its inclusion in the upcoming reauthor-
ization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this legislation be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1745 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CHILD OPPORTUNITY ZONE FAMILY 

CENTERS. 
Title X of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8001 et seq.) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘PART L—CHILD OPPORTUNITY ZONE 
FAMILY CENTERS 

‘‘SEC. 10995A. SHORT TITLE. 
‘‘This part may be cited as the ‘Child Op-

portunity Zone Family Center Act of 1999’. 
‘‘SEC. 10995B. PURPOSE. 

‘‘The purpose of this part is to encourage 
eligible partnerships to establish or expand 
child opportunity zone family centers in ele-
mentary schools and secondary schools in 
order to provide comprehensive support serv-
ices for children and their families, and to 
improve the children’s educational, health, 
mental health, and social outcomes. 
‘‘SEC. 10995C. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this title: 
‘‘(1) CHILD OPPORTUNITY ZONE FAMILY CEN-

TER.—The term ‘child opportunity zone fam-
ily center’ means a school-based or school- 
linked community service center that pro-
vides and links children and their families 
with comprehensive information, support, 
services, and activities to improve the edu-
cation, health, mental health, safety, and 
economic well-being of the children and 
their families. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘eli-
gible partnership’ means a partnership— 

‘‘(A) that contains— 
‘‘(i) at least 1 elementary school or sec-

ondary school that— 
‘‘(I) receives assistance under title I and 

for which a measure of poverty determina-
tion is made under section 1113(a)(5) with re-

spect to a minimum of 40 percent of the chil-
dren in the school; and 

‘‘(II) demonstrates parent involvement and 
parent support for the partnership’s activi-
ties; 

‘‘(ii) a local educational agency; 
‘‘(iii) a public agency, other than a local 

educational agency, including a local or 
State department of health and social serv-
ices; and 

‘‘(iv) a nonprofit community-based organi-
zation, including a community mental 
health services organization or a family 
health center that provides mental health 
services; and 

‘‘(B) that may contain— 
‘‘(i) an institution of higher education; and 
‘‘(ii) other public or private nonprofit enti-

ties. 
‘‘SEC. 10995D. GRANTS AUTHORIZED. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
award, on a competitive basis, grants to eli-
gible partnerships to pay for the Federal 
share of the cost of establishing and expand-
ing child opportunity zone family centers. 

‘‘(b) DURATION.—The Secretary shall award 
grants under this section for periods of 5 
years. 
‘‘SEC. 10995E. REQUIRED ACTIVITIES. 

‘‘Each eligible partnership receiving a 
grant under this part shall use the grant 
funds— 

‘‘(1) in accordance with the needs assess-
ment described in section 10995F(b)(1), to 
provide or link children and their families 
with information, support, activities, or 
services in core areas consisting of— 

‘‘(A) education, such as child care and edu-
cation programs for children below the age 
of compulsory school attendance, before- and 
after-school care, and school age enrichment 
and education support programs; 

‘‘(B) health, such as primary care (includ-
ing prenatal care, well child care, and men-
tal health care), preventative health and 
safety programs, outreach and referral, 
screening and health promotion, and enroll-
ment in health insurance programs; and 

‘‘(C) family support, such as adult edu-
cation and literacy programs, welfare-to- 
work-programs, job training, parenting 
skills programs, assistance that supports 
healthy child development, and access to 
basic needs, including food and housing; 

‘‘(2) to provide intensive, high-quality, re-
search-based instructional programs that— 

‘‘(A) provide violence prevention education 
for families and developmentally appropriate 
instructional services to children (including 
children below the age of compulsory school 
attendance), such as education and services 
on nonviolent conflict resolution, pro social 
skills and behaviors, and other skills nec-
essary for effectively relating to others with-
out violence; and 

‘‘(B) provide effective strategies for nur-
turing and supporting the emotional, social, 
and cognitive growth of children; and 

‘‘(3) to provide training, information, and 
support to families to enable the families to 
participate effectively in their children’s 
education, and to help their children meet 
challenging standards, including assisting 
families to— 

‘‘(A) understand the accountability sys-
tems, including content standards, perform-
ance standards, and local assessments, in 
place for the State involved, the partici-
pating local educational agency, and the par-
ticipating elementary school or secondary 
school; 

‘‘(B) understand their children’s edu-
cational needs, their children’s educational 
performance in comparison to State and 
local standards, and the steps the school is 
taking to address the children’s needs and to 
help the children meet the standards; and 

‘‘(C) communicate effectively with per-
sonnel responsible for providing educational 
services to the families’ children, and to par-
ticipate in the development, amendment, re-
view, and implementation of school-parent 
compacts, parent involvement policies, and 
school plans. 

‘‘SEC. 10995F. APPLICATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible partner-
ship desiring a grant under this part shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the Secretary may re-
quire. 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS.—Each application sub-
mitted pursuant to subsection (a) shall— 

‘‘(1) include a needs assessment, including 
a description of how the partnership will en-
sure that the activities to be assisted under 
this part will be tailored to meet the specific 
needs of the children and families to be 
served; 

‘‘(2) describe arrangements that have been 
formalized between the participating ele-
mentary school or secondary school, and 
other partnership members; 

‘‘(3) describe how the partnership will ef-
fectively coordinate and utilize Federal, 
State, and local educational agency sources 
of funding, including funding provided under 
part I of title X and under the Safe Schools/ 
Healthy Students Initiative (jointly funded 
by the Departments of Education, Justice, 
and Health and Human Services), that pro-
vide assistance to families and their children 
in the areas of job training, housing, justice, 
health, mental health, child care, and social 
and human services; 

‘‘(4) describe the partnership’s plan to— 
‘‘(A) develop and carry out the activities 

assisted under this part with extensive par-
ticipation of parents, administrators, teach-
ers, pupil services personnel, social and 
human service agencies, and community or-
ganizations and leaders; and 

‘‘(B) connect and integrate the activities 
assisted under this part with the education 
reform efforts of the participating elemen-
tary school or secondary school, and the par-
ticipating local educational agency; 

‘‘(5) describe the partnership’s strategy for 
providing information and assistance in a 
language and form that families can under-
stand, including how the partnership will en-
sure that families of students with limited 
English proficiency, or families of students 
with disabilities, are effectively involved, in-
formed, and assisted; 

‘‘(6) describe how the partnership will col-
lect and analyze data, and will utilize spe-
cific performance measures and indicators 
to— 

‘‘(A) determine the impact of activities as-
sisted under this part as described in section 
10995I(a); and 

‘‘(B) improve the activities assisted under 
this part; and 

‘‘(7) describe how the partnership will pro-
tect the privacy of families and their chil-
dren participating in the activities assisted 
under this part. 

‘‘SEC. 10995G. FEDERAL SHARE. 

‘‘The Federal share of the cost of estab-
lishing and expanding child opportunity zone 
family centers— 

‘‘(1) for the first year for which an eligible 
partnership receives assistance under this 
part shall not exceed 90 percent; 

‘‘(2) for the second such year, shall not ex-
ceed 80 percent; 

‘‘(3) for the third such year, shall not ex-
ceed 70 percent; 

‘‘(4) for the fourth such year, shall not ex-
ceed 60 percent; and 

‘‘(5) for the fifth such year, shall not ex-
ceed 50 percent. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:03 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S18OC9.REC S18OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12786 October 18, 1999 
‘‘SEC. 10995H. CONTINUATION OF FUNDING. 

‘‘Each eligible partnership that receives a 
grant under this part shall, after the third 
year for which the partnership receives funds 
through the grant, be eligible to continue to 
receive the funds if the Secretary determines 
that the partnership has made significant 
progress in meeting the performance meas-
ures used for the partnership’s local evalua-
tion under section 10995I(a)(4). 
‘‘SEC. 10995I. EVALUATIONS AND REPORTS. 

‘‘(a) LOCAL EVALUATIONS.—Each partner-
ship receiving funds under this part shall 
conduct annual evaluations and submit to 
the Secretary reports containing the results 
of the evaluations. The reports shall in-
clude— 

‘‘(1) information on the partnership’s ac-
tivities that are assisted under this part; 

‘‘(2) information on the number of families 
and children served by the partnership’s ac-
tivities that are assisted under this part; 

‘‘(3) information on the partnership’s effec-
tiveness in reaching and meeting the needs 
of families and children served under this 
part, including underserved families, fami-
lies of students with limited English pro-
ficiency, and families of students with dis-
abilities; and 

‘‘(4) the results of a partnership’s perform-
ance assessment of the partnership, includ-
ing performance measures demonstrating— 

‘‘(A) improvements in student achieve-
ment, school readiness, family participation 
in schools, and access to health care, mental 
health care, child care, and family support 
services, resulting from activities assisted 
under this part; and 

‘‘(B) reductions in violence-related prob-
lems and risk taking behavior among youth, 
and reductions in truancy, suspension, and 
dropout rates, resulting from activities as-
sisted under this part. 

‘‘(b) NATIONAL EVALUATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-

serve not more than 3 percent of the amount 
appropriated under this part to carry out a 
national evaluation of the activities assisted 
under this part. Such evaluation shall be 
completed not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of the Child Opportunity 
Zone Family Center Act of 1999, and every 
year thereafter. 

‘‘(2) SCOPE OF EVALUATION.—In conducting 
the national evaluation, the Secretary shall 
evaluate the effectiveness and impact of the 
activities, and identify model activities, as-
sisted under this part. 

‘‘(3) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Secretary shall 
submit an annual report to Congress, regard-
ing each national evaluation conducted 
under paragraph (1), that contains the infor-
mation described in the national evaluation. 

‘‘(c) MODEL ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary 
shall broadly disseminate information on 
model activities developed under this part. 
‘‘SEC. 10995J. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated 

to carry out this part $50,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2000, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the fiscal years 2001 through 
2004.’’. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN: 
S. 1746. A bill to authorize negotia-

tion of a free trade agreement with the 
Republic of Turkey, to provide author-
ity for the implementation of the 
agreement, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 
THE U.S.-TURKEY FREE TRADE AGREEMENT ACT 

OF 1999 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the U.S.-Turkey 
Free Trade Agreement Act of 1999. This 

bill provides traditional trade negoti-
ating authority—we once called it 
‘‘fast track authority’’—for a free trade 
agreement (FTA) with the Republic of 
Turkey. It would authorize the Presi-
dent to negotiate and conclude a free 
trade agreement with one of America’s 
most important allies and bring that 
agreement and any necessary imple-
menting legislation back to the Con-
gress for an up-or-down vote, within a 
time certain. 

I would begin by noting that Turkey 
has played a singular role at the cross-
roads of East and West since 1923, when 
the legendary Mustafa Kemal 
‘‘Ataturk’’ built a western-oriented, 
secular state out of the ashes of the 
collapsed 600-year old Ottoman Empire. 
Its constitution establishes a demo-
cratic, parliamentary form of govern-
ment with an independent judiciary. 
Indeed, it is the only Muslim country 
with a secular democracy. 

Turkish-American friendship is long-
standing: it was first consecrated in 
the Treaty of Commerce and Naviga-
tion between the United States and the 
Ottoman Empire in 1830. The 1929 Trea-
ty of Commerce and Navigation ce-
mented our commercial ties with the 
new republic, while the July 12, 1947 
agreement on aid to Turkey, imple-
menting the Truman Doctrine, inaugu-
rated the very close relationship that 
continues today. Our friendship has 
since been reinforced by more than 60 
agreements, treaties and memoranda of 
understanding. 

It is time to take that relationship a 
step farther, and begin negotiations to-
ward a free trade agreement with Tur-
key. Not only do our strategic and po-
litical interests dictate closer eco-
nomic integration, but our commercial 
interests do so as well. 

Straddling Europe and Asia, Turkey 
has played a central role in safe-
guarding the United States’ security 
interests in the region since it first en-
tered World War II on the side of the 
allies at the end of the war. Turkey 
was a charter member of the United 
Nations and joined the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1952. It 
currently has the largest military force 
in the Middle East, and the second 
largest military force in NATO. 

Its geography, history, and relative 
economic success put Turkey in a posi-
tion of potential influence in Central 
Asia, which is, of course, populated 
mainly by Turkic peoples. To the west, 
Turkey plays an important role in Eu-
rope, both because of its NATO mem-
bership and the situation on Cyprus. 
We applaud the recent improvements 
in Turkey’s relations with Greece, and 
hope for more. This past summer the 
two countries held bilateral talks on a 
range of issues, talks which continued 
in early September. The tragedy of the 
recent earthquakes further reinforced 
this burgeoning relationship as Greece 
and then Turkey promptly dispatched 
emergency rescue crews and supplies to 
assist the other in dealing with these 
disasters. 

And to the south, Turkey is, without 
question, one of our two most impor-
tant allies in the Middle East. The 
other is its neighbor, Israel, with whom 
the United States negotiated a free 
trade agreement that went into effect 
in 1985. Less well known is the fact 
that Turkey and Israel negotiated a 
free trade agreement in 1996, which was 
ratified in 1997 and is in force today. A 
U.S.-Turkey FTA would simply com-
plete the triangle. 

Writing in the September 28, 1999 edi-
tion of The Washington Post, Dr. Isa-
iah Frank, the very distinguished Wil-
liam L. Clayton Professor of Inter-
national Economics at Johns Hopkins 
University’s School of Advanced Inter-
national Studies, argued persuasively 
on political grounds for a free trade 
agreement with Turkey. 

The EU’s equivocation [over Turkey’s pro-
posed membership in the European Union] 
has bred Turkish disaffection from Europe 
and plays into the political hands of the 
Islamists who as recently as 1996 were at the 
helm of the government. Clearly, the enor-
mous U.S. stake in a secular, Western-ori-
ented Turkey warrants action by the United 
States to offset the EU’s arm’s length treat-
ment and to strengthen and solidify the 
country’s Western political and economic in-
tegration. 

But Dr. Frank was correct to point 
out as well that a free trade agreement 
with Turkey would also be in the 
United States’ economic interest. Tur-
key is an industrial country, under-
pinned by strong free market principles 
and a vibrant private sector. It was in 
1961 a founding member of the Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, the exclusive club—there 
are today only 29 OECD member coun-
tries—that serves as the principal eco-
nomic forum for the industrialized 
world. 

In the 1980’s, Turkey took major 
steps to liberalize its economy. 
Progress continues to be made: earlier 
this year, Turkey’s parliament passed 
a significant banking reform bill, land-
mark social security reform and con-
stitutional amendments removing ob-
stacles to foreign investment and pro-
moting the privatization of state- 
owned enterprises. Turkey’s increas-
ingly open economy has produced re-
wards: during most of the 1990’s, it has 
been one of the fastest growing of the 
OECD countries and, for the past eight 
years, it has had the fourth highest an-
nual growth rate, after Ireland, Korea 
and Luxembourg, recording a 4.4% av-
erage annual rate of growth in GNP be-
tween 1990 and 1998. 

Turkey has opened itself to the glob-
al economy in significant ways. It be-
came a Contracting Party to the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs in Trade in 
1951 and joined the World Trade Orga-
nization as a charter member in 1995. 
Turkey signed a free trade agreement 
with the European Free Trade Associa-
tion in 1991 and established a customs 
union with the European Union in 1996. 
As Dr. Frank noted, it has sought full 
membership in the EU, thus far with-
out success. There has been, of late, 
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some limited progress in that regard: 
on October 13, 1999, the European Com-
mission suggested that Turkey be 
made a candidate for possible EU mem-
bership, but proposed that negotiations 
be deferred for some unspecified time. 
The matter is to be discussed at the EU 
summit this December. In 1992, Turkey 
joined ten other countries (Albania, 
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Geor-
gia, Greece, Moldova, Romania, Russia 
and Ukraine) to form the Black Sea 
Economic Cooperation group, which 
aims at promoting multilateral co-
operation and trade in that region. 

Our own economic ties with Turkey 
have strengthened over the years as 
well. In 1986, we concluded a bilateral 
investment treaty and in 1998 a bilat-
eral tax treaty. And on September 29, 
1999, President Clinton and Prime Min-
ister Bulent Ecevit signed a Trade and 
Investment Framework Agreement, 
which establishes a bilateral Council 
on Trade and Investment that will 
serve as a forum for regular discussions 
on commercial matters. Helpful steps 
all, but, I would argue, not bold 
enough. I agree with Dr. Frank that a 
free trade agreement with Turkey 
ought to be our goal. 

Yes, our trade with Turkey is still on 
a small scale. In 1998, U.S. merchandise 
exports to Turkey reached $3.5 billion, 
making Turkey our 34th largest export 
market. Our imports from Turkey were 
even smaller—$2.5 billion, or less than 
0.3 percent of total imports—making 
Turkey our 39th largest source of im-
ports. 

Certainly Turkey compares favorably 
with Chile, the only country with 
whom the United States has begun free 
trade agreement negotiations since the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
entered into force. In 1998, U.S. mer-
chandise exports to Chile totaled $3.9 
billion, only slightly higher than our 
$3.5 billion in exports to Turkey that 
year, while our imports from Chile in 
1998 were the same as our imports from 
Turkey—$2.5 billion. And both coun-
tries fall within the World Bank’s 
grouping of ‘‘upper middle income’’ 
countries based on per capita GNP: in 
1998’s Turkey’s stood at $3,160, com-
pared with $4,810 for Chile. 

Turkey’s market potential is cer-
tainly greater than Chile’s: Turkey’s 
population is four times the size of 
Chile’s population (62 million vs. 15 
million) and Turkey’s total imports in 
1998—about $42 billion—were double 
Chile’s total imports that year—$19 bil-
lion. 

To be sure, more than 50 percent of 
Turkey’s trade—both exports and im-
ports—is conducted with the European 
Union, but the United States is Tur-
key’s second largest single-country 
trading partner, after Germany. And in 
1993, the Department of Commerce des-
ignated Turkey one of 10 ‘‘Big Emerg-
ing Markets’’—a focal point for U.S. 
export and investment promotion ef-
forts—because of its ‘‘outstanding 
growth prospects’’ and growing market 
of 62 million consumers. 

I am convinced that there are strong 
economic arguments for a free trade 
agreement with Turkey. Our nego-
tiators will have to take care, of 
course, that the benefits of the FTA 
are restricted to the United States and 
Turkey. But this is a matter that will 
be addressed when the negotiators 
write the rules of origin that will apply 
to the FTA. 

The legislation that I am introducing 
today would set us on the course of ne-
gotiating and implementing an FTA 
with Turkey, much as we negotiated an 
FTA over a decade ago with Turkey’s 
neighbor, and our dear friend, Israel. 
And much as Turkey and Israel have 
seen it in their mutual interest to ne-
gotiate a free trade agreement. 

Dr. Frank made the case persuasively 
and succinctly in his op-ed piece in The 
Washington Post: 

In light of Turkey’s strategic role as a U.S. 
ally in a rough neighborhood, a U.S.-Turkey 
free-trade agreement would help consolidate 
Turkey’s Western orientation and contribute 
to stability in a highly volatile region of the 
world. 

I am hopeful that this bill will start 
us down that path. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of my bill and Dr. Frank’s op-ed 
article be inserted into the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1746 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘United 
States-Turkey Free Trade Agreement Act of 
1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The Republic of Turkey (in this Act re-

ferred to as ‘‘Turkey’’) has played an impor-
tant strategic, political, and economic role 
in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East since 
its founding in 1923 by Mustafa Kemal 
‘‘Ataturk’’ following the collapse of the 600- 
year Ottoman Empire. 

(2) The friendship shared between the 
United States and Turkey dates to the late 
18th century and was consecrated by the 
Treaty of Commerce and Navigation between 
the United States and the Ottoman Empire 
in 1830. 

(3) The United States reaffirmed its rela-
tionship with Turkey by entering into the 
Treaty of Commerce and Navigation of 1929. 

(4) The United States and Turkey have 
subsequently entered into over 60 treaties, 
memoranda of understanding, and other 
agreements on a broad range of issues, in-
cluding a bilateral investment treaty (1986), 
a bilateral tax treaty (1998), and a trade and 
investment framework agreement (1999), as 
evidence of their strong friendship. 

(5) Turkey is located in the strategic cor-
ridor between Europe and Asia, bordering 
the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea. 

(6) Turkey has been a strategic partner of 
the United States since it joined the allies at 
the end of World War II. 

(7) The strategic alliance between Turkey 
and the United States was cemented by— 

(A) the agreement of July 12, 1947 imple-
menting the Truman doctrine; 

(B) Turkey’s membership in the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1952; 
and 

(C) the United States-Turkey Agreement 
for Cooperation on Defense and Economy of 
1980. 

(8) Turkey is also an important industri-
alized economy and was a founding member 
of the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development (OECD) and the 
United Nations. 

(9) Turkey has made significant progress 
since the 1980’s in liberalizing its economy 
and integrating with the global economy. 

(10) Turkey has joined other nations in ad-
vocating an open trading system through its 
membership in the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade and the World Trade Orga-
nization. 

(11) Despite the deep friendship between 
the United States and Turkey, their trading 
relationship remains small. 

(12) In 1998, United States merchandise ex-
ports to Turkey reached $3,500,000,000. 

(13) In 1998, United States imports from 
Turkey totaled $2,500,000,000 or less than 0.3 
percent of United States total imports. 

(14) A free trade agreement between the 
United States and Turkey would greatly ben-
efit both the United States and Turkey by 
expanding their commercial ties. 

SEC. 3. NEGOTIATING OBJECTIVES FOR A 
UNITED STATES-TURKEY FREE 
TRADE AGREEMENT. 

The overall trade negotiating objectives of 
the United States with respect to a United 
States-Turkey Free Trade Agreement are to 
obtain— 

(1) more open, equitable, and reciprocal 
market access between the United States 
and Turkey; and 

(2) the reduction or elimination of barriers 
and other trade-distorting policies and prac-
tices that inhibit trade between the United 
States and Turkey. 

SEC. 4. NEGOTIATION OF A UNITED STATES-TUR-
KEY FREE TRADE AGREEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to sections 5 and 
6, the President is authorized to enter into 
an agreement described in subsection (c). 
The provisions of section 151(c) of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2191(c)) shall apply with 
respect to a bill to implement such agree-
ment if such agreement is entered into on or 
before December 31, 2005. 

(b) TARIFF PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-

ized to proclaim— 
(A) such modification or continuation of 

any existing duty, 
(B) such continuance of existing duty-free 

or excise treatment, or 
(C) such additional duties 

as the President determines to be required or 
appropriate to carry out the trade agreement 
described in subsection (c). 

(2) LIMITATIONS.—No proclamation may be 
made under paragraph (1) that— 

(A) reduces any rate of duty (other than a 
rate of duty that does not exceed 5 percent 
ad valorem on the date of enactment of this 
Act) to a rate which is less than 50 percent 
of the rate of such duty that applies on such 
date of enactment; 

(B) provides for a reduction of duty on an 
article to take effect on a date that is more 
than 10 years after the first reduction that is 
proclaimed to carry out a trade agreement 
with respect to such article; or 

(C) increases any rate of duty above the 
rate that applied on the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(3) AGGREGATE REDUCTION; EXEMPTION FROM 
STAGING.— 

(A) AGGREGATE REDUCTION.—Except as pro-
vided in subparagraph (B), the aggregate re-
duction in the rate of duty on any article 
which is in effect on any day pursuant to a 
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trade agreement entered into under para-
graph (1) shall not exceed the aggregate re-
duction which would have been in effect on 
such day if— 

(i) a reduction of 3 percent ad valorem or a 
reduction of one-tenth of the total reduction, 
whichever is greater, had taken effect on the 
effective date of the first reduction pro-
claimed under paragraph (1) to carry out 
such agreement with respect to such article; 
and 

(ii) a reduction equal to the amount appli-
cable under clause (i) had taken effect at 1- 
year intervals after the effective date of such 
first reduction. 

(B) EXEMPTION FROM STAGING.—No staging 
under subparagraph (A) is required with re-
spect to a rate reduction that is proclaimed 
under paragraph (1) for an article of a kind 
that is not produced in the United States. 
The United States International Trade Com-
mission shall advise the President of the 
identity of articles that may be exempted 
from staging under this subparagraph. 

(4) ROUNDING.—If the President determines 
that such action will simplify the computa-
tion of reductions under paragraph (3), the 
President may round an annual reduction by 
the lesser of— 

(A) the difference between the reduction 
without regard to this paragraph and the 
next lower whole number; or 

(B) one-half of 1 percent ad valorem. 
(5) OTHER LIMITATIONS.—A rate of duty re-

duction or increase that may not be pro-
claimed by reason of paragraph (2) may take 
effect only if a provision authorizing such re-
duction or increase is included within an im-
plementing bill provided for under section 
6(c) and that bill is enacted into law. 

(c) AGREEMENT DESCRIBED.—An agreement 
described in this subsection means a bilat-
eral agreement between the United States 
and Turkey that provides for the reduction 
and ultimate elimination of tariffs and non-
tariff barriers to trade and the eventual es-
tablishment of a free trade agreement be-
tween the United States and Turkey. 
SEC. 5. CONSULTATIONS WITH CONGRESS ON NE-

GOTIATIONS OF A UNITED STATES- 
TURKEY FREE TRADE AGREEMENT. 

Before entering into any trade agreement 
under section 4 (including immediately be-
fore initialing an agreement), the President 
shall consult closely and on a timely basis 
on the nature of the agreement and the ex-
tent to which it will achieve the purposes of 
this Act with— 

(1) the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate; 

(2) the congressional advisers for trade pol-
icy and negotiations appointed under section 
161 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2211); 
and 

(3) each other committee of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate, and each 
joint committee of Congress, which has ju-
risdiction over legislation involving subject 
matters that would be affected by the trade 
agreement. 
SEC. 6. IMPLEMENTATION OF UNITED STATES- 

TURKEY FREE TRADE AGREEMENT. 
(a) NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSION.—Any 

agreement entered into under section 4 shall 
enter into force with respect to the United 
States if (and only if)— 

(1) the President, at least 60 calendar days 
before the day on which the President enters 
into the trade agreement, notifies the House 
of Representatives and the Senate of the 
President’s intention to enter into the agree-
ment, and promptly thereafter publishes no-
tice of such intention in the Federal Reg-
ister; 

(2) within 60 calendar days after entering 
into the agreement, the President submits to 
Congress a description of those changes to 

existing laws that the President considers 
would be required in order to bring the 
United States into compliance with the 
agreement; 

(3) after entering into the agreement, the 
President submits a copy of the final legal 
text of the agreement, together with— 

(A) a draft of an implementing bill de-
scribed in subsection (c); 

(B) a statement of any administrative ac-
tion proposed to implement the trade agree-
ment; and 

(C) the supporting information described in 
subsection (b); and 

(4) the implementing bill is enacted into 
law. 

(b) SUPPORTING INFORMATION.—The sup-
porting information required under sub-
section (a)(3)(C) consists of— 

(1) an explanation as to how the imple-
menting bill and proposed administrative ac-
tion will change or affect existing law; and 

(2) a statement— 
(A) asserting that the agreement makes 

progress in achieving the objectives of this 
Act; and 

(B) setting forth the reasons of the Presi-
dent regarding— 

(i) how and to what extent the agreement 
makes progress in achieving the objectives 
referred to in subparagraph (A); 

(ii) whether and how the agreement 
changes provisions of an agreement pre-
viously negotiated; 

(iii) how the agreement serves the inter-
ests of United States commerce; and 

(iv) any proposed administrative action. 
(c) BILLS QUALIFYING FOR TRADE AGREE-

MENT APPROVAL PROCEDURES.—The provi-
sions of section 151 of the Trade Act of 1974 
apply to an implementing bill submitted 
pursuant to subsection (b) that contains 
only— 

(1) provisions that approve a trade agree-
ment entered into under section 4 that 
achieves the negotiating objectives set forth 
in section 3 and the statement of administra-
tive action (if any) proposed to implement 
such trade agreement; 

(2) provisions that are— 
(A) necessary to implement such agree-

ment; or 
(B) otherwise related to the implementa-

tion, enforcement, and adjustment to the ef-
fects of such trade agreement; and 

(3) provisions necessary for purposes of 
complying with section 252 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 in implementing the applicable trade 
agreement. 
SEC. 7. CONSIDERATION OF IMPLEMENTING 

BILL. 
(a) CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF IM-

PLEMENTING BILL.—When the President sub-
mits to Congress a bill to implement the 
trade agreement as described in section 6(c), 
the bill shall be introduced and considered 
pursuant to the provisions of section 151 of 
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2191). 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 151 
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2191) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 6 of the United States-Turkey Free 
Trade Agreement Act of 1999’’ after ‘‘the Om-
nibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 
1988,’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by inserting ‘‘or 
under section 6 of the United States-Turkey 
Free Trade Agreement Act of 1999,’’ after 
‘‘the Uruguay Round Agreements Act,’’. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 28, 1999] 
A PLACE FOR TURKEY 

(By Isaiah Frank) 
As Turkish Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit 

visits President Clinton today, an important 

and highly sensitive subject belongs on the 
agenda. 

As a staunch ally of the United States, 
Turkey is unique. It is the only member of 
NATO that has sought entry into the Euro-
pean Union (EU) without success. The three 
most recent NATO members—Poland, Hun-
gary and the Czech Republic—are already en-
gaged in accession negotiations with the EU, 
but turkey, whose NATO membership dates 
back to 1952, has been kept at arm’s length. 
Is there anything the United States can do 
to counter the deep disappointment and 
alienation felt in Turkey at being excluded 
from full acceptance into an ever more eco-
nomically integrated European community? 

During the Cold War, Turkey was regarded 
by the United States and its Western allies 
as the main bulwark against the southern 
expansion of Soviet power. Among NATO 
countries, its military establishment has 
ranked second in size to that of the United 
States. Since the end of the Cold War, Tur-
key has continued its close security coopera-
tion with the United States. It played a key 
role in the U.S.-led Gulf War, its soldiers 
joined U.S. troops in international peace-
keeping operations in Bosnia, and its pro-
vided valuable logistical support to the re-
cent U.S. air operation in Serbia. As the only 
firmly established secular democracy among 
Muslim states, Turkey is vital to U.S. inter-
est in sensitive regions, including the Bal-
kans, the Caucasus, the Middle East and 
Central Asia. 

In order to consolidate its secular and pro- 
Western orientation as well as tighten its 
economic links to Europe, Turkey has 
sought full membership in the EU virtually 
from the organization’s inception. The EU, 
however, has decided that Turkey does not 
yet meet the required criteria. Instead, the 
EU signed a customs union agreement with 
turkey, which went into effect on Jan. 1, 
1996. While Turkish officials initially consid-
ered the customs union a step toward full 
membership, it soon became clear that the 
European Union regarded it as a substitute 
for full membership. 

Despite continuing official EU reaffirma-
tions of Turkey’s eligibility for full member-
ship, the reality of de facto rejection has in-
creasingly sunk in. Not only is turkey omit-
ted from the list of countries (Poland, Hun-
gary, the Czech Republic, Slovenia, Estonia 
and Cyprus) with which accession negotia-
tions have already begun, it is also left out 
of a project second wave of expansion that 
will include five additional countries: Bul-
garia, Romania, Lithuania, Latvia and Slo-
vakia. 

Why is Turkey being excluded? A variety 
of reasons have been given, including the 
Kurdish problem and related issues of human 
rights, Turkey’s macroeconomic situation, 
and the opposition of Greece because of the 
Cyprus situation. But there is some indica-
tion of a softening of the Greek position, 
provided Turkey does not place roadblocks 
in the way of Cyprus’s current efforts to join 
the EU. As for the Kurdish problem, Turkey 
is making progress in working out a peaceful 
solution. And the EU acknowledges that the 
country is headed in the right direction in 
reforming its economy. 

If EU standards for resolving these prob-
lems are ultimately met, will Turkey then 
be admitted? Many Turkish leaders believe 
this unlikely because of officially unspoken 
EU apprehensions. Turkey’s population of 64 
million is second in size only to Germany’s 
among present and prospective members of 
the EU. In some European circles, this sends 
up several red flags. If admitted, would Tur-
key exert undue weight in EU decision-mak-
ing? With EU membership entailing the free 
movement of workers, what effects would 
the admission of a populous and relatively 
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low-income country have on European labor 
markets? And finally, would the EU be will-
ing to integrate fully with a country that is 
almost entirely Muslim? None of these con-
siderations is discussed openly, but they are 
clearly in the background of the debate. 

The EU’s equivocation has bred Turkish 
disaffection from Europe and plays into the 
political hands of the Islamists who as re-
cently as 1996 were at the helm of the gov-
ernment. Clearly, the enormous U.S. stake 
in a secular, Western-oriented Turkey war-
rants action by the United States to offset 
the EU’s arm’s length treatment and to 
strengthen and solidify the country’s West-
ern political and economic integration. 

One such step would be for the United 
States to offer to negotiate a free-trade 
agreement with Turkey. Indeed, there is 
precedent for such a bilateral agreement, 
one motivated more by political consider-
ations than economic advantages, and that 
is the 1985 U.S. free-trade agreement with 
Israel. 

But the economic rationale for such an 
agreement with Turkey should not be dis-
missed. For Turkey the advantages are obvi-
ous; the United States ranks second as a 
market for its exports and third as a source 
of its imports. For the United States, Tur-
key is one of the world’s 10 big ‘‘emerging 
markets,’’ and this country is Turkey’s larg-
est foreign investor. 

A U.S.-Turkey free-trade agreement would 
not be a substitute for Turkish membership 
in the EU, a goal that Turkey should con-
tinue to pursue as it gets its political and 
economic house in order. But it would help 
compensate for a growing belief in Turkey 
that the country has little prospect of entry 
into the EU mainly because of European 
prejudice against a Muslim country. In light 
of Turkey’s strategic role as a U.S. ally in a 
rough neighborhood, a U.S.-Turkey free- 
trade agreement would help consolidate Tur-
key’s Western orientation and contribute to 
stability in a highly volatile region of the 
world. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 16 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
16, a bill to reform the Federal election 
campaign laws applicable to Congress. 

S. 88 

At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the 
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), and the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 88, a bill 
to amend title XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act to exempt disabled individuals 
from being required to enroll with a 
managed care entity under the med-
icaid program. 

S. 541 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 541, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
make certain changes related to pay-
ments for graduate medical education 
under the medicare program. 

S. 751 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 751, a bill to combat nurs-

ing home fraud and abuse, increase pro-
tections for victims of telemarketing 
fraud, enhance safeguards for pension 
plans and health care benefit programs, 
and enhance penalties for crimes 
against seniors, and for other purposes. 

S. 866 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 866, a bill to direct the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to revise existing regulations con-
cerning the conditions of participation 
for hospitals and ambulatory surgical 
centers under the medicare program re-
lating to certified registered nurse an-
esthetists’ services to make the regula-
tions consistent with State supervision 
requirements. 

S. 882 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. ASHCROFT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 882, a bill to strengthen provi-
sions in the Energy Policy Act of 1992 
and the Federal Nonnuclear Energy Re-
search and Development Act of 1974 
with respect to potential Climate 
Change. 

S. 922 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH), and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 922, a bill to prohibit the 
use of the ‘‘Made in the USA’’ label on 
products of the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands and to deny 
such products duty-free and quota-free 
treatment. 

S. 934 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 934, a 
bill to enhance rights and protections 
for victims of crime. 

S. 1017 

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1017, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the State 
ceiling on the low-income housing 
credit. 

S. 1144 

At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID), the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1144, a bill to provide in-
creased flexibility in use of highway 
funding, and for other purposes. 

S. 1178 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1178, a bill to direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to convey cer-
tain parcels of land acquired for the 
Blunt Reservoir and Pierre Canal fea-
tures of the Oahe Irrigation Project, 
South Dakota, to the Commission of 
Schools and Public Lands of the State 
of South Dakota for the purpose of 

mitigating lost wildlife habitat, on the 
condition that the current preferential 
leaseholders shall have an option to 
purchase the parcels from the Commis-
sion, and for other purposes. 

S. 1242 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1242, a bill to amend the 
Immigration and Nationality Act to 
make permanent the visa waiver pro-
gram for certain visitors to the United 
States. 

S. 1322 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1322, a bill to prohibit 
health insurance and employment dis-
crimination against individuals and 
their family members on the basis of 
predictive genetic information or ge-
netic services. 

S. 1452 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING) and the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. LUGAR) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1452, a bill to modernize 
the requirements under the National 
Manufactured Housing Construction 
and Safety Standards of 1974 and to es-
tablish a balanced consensus process 
for the development, revision, and in-
terpretation of Federal construction 
and safety standards for manufactured 
homes. 

S. 1495 

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SMITH) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1495, a bill to establish, 
wherever feasible, guidelines, rec-
ommendations, and regulations that 
promote the regulatory acceptance of 
new and revised toxicological tests 
that protect human and animal health 
and the environment while reducing, 
refining, or replacing animal tests and 
ensuring human safety and product ef-
fectiveness. 

S. 1500 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND) and the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. ASHCROFT) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1500, a bill to 
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide for an additional 
payment for services provided to cer-
tain high-cost individuals under the 
prospective payment system for skilled 
nursing facility services, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1547 

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) and the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. ENZI) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1547, a bill to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934 to require the 
Federal Communications Commission 
to preserve low-power television sta-
tions that provide community broad-
casting, and for other purposes. 
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S. 1561 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE), the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), and the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1561, a bill to 
amend the Controlled Substances Act 
to add gamma hydroxybutyric acid and 
ketamine to the schedules of control 
substances, to provide for a national 
awareness campaign, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1592 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1592, a bill to amend the Nica-
raguan Adjustment and Central Amer-
ican Relief Act to provide to certain 
nationals of El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras, and Haiti an opportunity to 
apply for adjustment of status under 
that Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 1611 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. ASHCROFT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1611, a bill to amend the Inter-
net Tax Freedom Act to broaden its 
scope and make the moratorium per-
manent, and for other purposes. 

S. 1622 
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1622, a bill to provide economic, 
planning, and coordination assistance 
needed for the development of the 
lower Mississippi River region. 

S. 1623 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. JEFFORDS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1623, a bill to select a National 
Health Museum site. 

S. 1649 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
COVERDELL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1649, a bill to provide incentives 
for States to establish and administer 
periodic teacher testing and merit pay 
programs for elementary school and 
secondary school teachers. 

S. 1680 
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BOND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1680, a bill to provide for the im-
provement of the processing of claims 
for veterans compensation and pen-
sions, and for other purposes. 

S. 1683 
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1683, a bill to make technical 
changes to the Alaska National Inter-
est Lands Conservation Act, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1702 
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of 

S. 1702, a bill to amend the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act to allow 
shareholder common stock to be trans-
ferred to adopted Alaska Native chil-
dren and their descendants, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1732 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1732, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to prohibit cer-
tain allocations of S corporation stock 
held by an employee stock ownership 
plan. 

S. 1738 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1738, a bill to amend the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, 1921, to make it un-
lawful for a packer to own, feed, or 
control livestock intended for slaugh-
ter. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 108 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SHELBY), the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. BRYAN), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), and the Sen-
ator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu-
tion 108, a resolution designating the 
month of March each year as ‘‘National 
Colorectal Cancer Awareness Month.’’ 

SENATE RESOLUTION 199 

At the request of Mr. REED, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CLELAND), the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM), the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. BRYAN), the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SPECTER), and the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. BREAUX) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Resolution 199, a 
resolution designating the week of Oc-
tober 24, 1999, through October 30, 1999, 
and the week of October 22, 2000, 
through October 28, 2000, as ‘‘National 
Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention 
Week.’’ 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM 
ACT OF 1999 

BINGAMAN (AND WYDEN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2303 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. 

WYDEN) submitted an amendment to be 
proposed by them to the bill (S. 1593) to 
amend the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 to provide bipartisan cam-
paign reform; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 6. LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF LOW-

EST UNIT CHARGE FOR FEDERAL 
CANDIDATES ATTACKING OPPOSI-
TION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(b) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 315(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(b) The charges’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(b)(1) The charges’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(2)(A) In the case of a candidate for Fed-
eral office, such candidate shall not be enti-
tled to receive the rate under paragraph 
(1)(A) for the use of any broadcasting station 
unless the candidate certifies that the can-
didate (and any authorized committee of the 
candidate) shall not make any direct ref-
erence to another candidate for the same of-
fice, in any broadcast using the rights and 
conditions of access under this Act, unless 
such reference meets the requirements of 
subparagraph (C). 

‘‘(B) If a candidate for Federal office (or 
any authorized committee of such candidate) 
makes a reference described in subparagraph 
(A) in any broadcast that does not meet the 
requirements of subparagraph (C), such can-
didate shall not be entitled to receive the 
rate under paragraph (1)(A) for such broad-
cast or any other broadcast during any por-
tion of the 45-day and 60-day periods de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A), that occur on or 
after the date of such broadcast, for election 
to such office. 

‘‘(C) A candidate meets the requirements 
of this subparagraph with respect to any ref-
erence to another candidate if— 

‘‘(i) in the case of a television broadcast, 
the reference (and any statement relating to 
the other candidate) is made by the can-
didate in a personal appearance on the 
screen, and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a radio broadcast, the 
reference (and any statement relating to the 
other candidate) is made by the candidate in 
a personal audio statement during which the 
candidate and the office for which the can-
didate is running are identified by such can-
didate. 

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
terms ‘authorized committee’ and ‘Federal 
office’ have the meanings given such terms 
by section 301 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
315(b)(1)(A) of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 315(b)(1)(A)), as redesignated 
by subsection (a)(2), is amended by inserting 
‘‘subject to paragraph (2),’’ before ‘‘during 
the forty-five days’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to broad-
casts made after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

HUTCHINSON AMENDMENT NO. 2304 
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. HUTCHINSON submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, S. 1593, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. ll. DISCLOSURE BY LABOR ORGANIZA-

TIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 201(b) of the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclo-
sure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C. 431(b)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(7) an itemization of amounts spent by 

the labor organization for— 
‘‘(A) contract negotiation and administra-

tion; 
‘‘(B) organizing activities; 
‘‘(C) strike activities; 
‘‘(D) political activities; 
‘‘(E) lobbying and promotional activities; 

and 
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‘‘(F) market recovery and job targeting 

programs; and 
‘‘(8) all transactions involving a single 

source or payee for each of the activities de-
scribed in paragraph (7) in which the aggre-
gate cost exceeds $10,000.’’. 

(b) COMPUTER NETWORK ACCESS.—Section 
201(c) of the Labor-Management Reporting 
and Disclosure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C. 431(c)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘including availability 
of such reports through a public Internet site 
or other publicly accessible computer net-
work,’’ after ‘‘its members’’. 

(c) REPORTING BY SECRETARY.—Section 
205(a) of the Labor-Management Reporting 
and Disclosure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C. 435(a)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘shall make the re-
ports and documents filed under section 
201(b) available through a public Internet 
site or another publicly accessible computer 
network. The Secretary’’ after ‘‘and the Sec-
retary’’. 

SNOWE AMENDMENT NO. 2305 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Ms. SNOWE submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill, S. 1593, supra; as follows: 

Strike sections 201, 202, and 203 of the mat-
ter proposed to be inserted and insert the fol-
lowing: 
Subtitle A—Electioneering Communications 
SEC. 200. DISCLOSURE OF ELECTIONEERING 

COMMUNICATIONS. 
Section 304 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(d) ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS ON ELECTION-
EERING COMMUNICATIONS.— 

‘‘(1) STATEMENT REQUIRED.—Every person 
who makes a disbursement for electioneering 
communications in an aggregate amount in 
excess of $10,000 during any calendar year 
shall, within 24 hours of each disclosure date, 
file with the Commission a statement con-
taining the information described in para-
graph (2). 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF STATEMENT.—Each state-
ment required to be filed under this sub-
section shall be made under penalty of per-
jury and shall contain the following informa-
tion: 

‘‘(A) The identification of the person mak-
ing the disbursement, of any entity sharing 
or exercising direction or control over the 
activities of such person, and of the custo-
dian of the books and accounts of the person 
making the disbursement. 

‘‘(B) The State of incorporation and the 
principal place of business of the person 
making the disbursement. 

‘‘(C) The amount of each disbursement dur-
ing the period covered by the statement and 
the identification of the person to whom the 
disbursement was made. 

‘‘(D) The elections to which the election-
eering communications pertain and the 
names (if known) of the candidates identified 
or to be identified. 

‘‘(E) If the disbursements were paid out of 
a segregated account to which only individ-
uals could contribute, the names and ad-
dresses of all contributors who contributed 
an aggregate amount of $500 or more to that 
account during the period beginning on the 
first day of the preceding calendar year and 
ending on the disclosure date. 

‘‘(F) If the disbursements were paid out of 
funds not described in subparagraph (E), the 
names and addresses of all contributors who 
contributed an aggregate amount of $500 or 
more to the organization or any related enti-
ty during the period beginning on the first 
day of the preceding calendar year and end-
ing on the disclosure date. 

‘‘(G) Whether or not any electioneering 
communication is made in coordination, co-
operation, consultation, or concert with, or 
at the request or suggestion of, any can-
didate or any authorized committee, any po-
litical party or committee, or any agent of 
the candidate, political party, or committee 
and if so, the identification of any candidate, 
party, committee, or agent involved. 

‘‘(3) ELECTIONEERING COMMUNICATION.—For 
purposes of this subsection— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘election-
eering communication’’ means any broad-
cast from a television or radio broadcast sta-
tion which— 

‘‘(i) refers to a clearly identified candidate 
for Federal office; 

‘‘(ii) is made (or scheduled to be made) 
within— 

‘‘(I) 60 days before a general, special, or 
runoff election for such Federal office, or 

‘‘(II) 30 days before a primary or preference 
election, or a convention or caucus of a po-
litical party that has authority to nominate 
a candidate, for such Federal office, and 

‘‘(iii) is broadcast from a television or 
radio broadcast station whose audience in-
cludes the electorate for such election, con-
vention, or caucus. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTIONS.—Such term shall not in-
clude— 

‘‘(i) communications appearing in a news 
story, commentary, or editorial distributed 
through the facilities of any broadcasting 
station, unless such facilities are owned or 
controlled by any political party, political 
committee, or candidate, or 

‘‘(ii) communications which constitute ex-
penditures or independent expenditures 
under this Act. 

‘‘(4) DISCLOSURE DATE.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘disclosure date’ 
means— 

‘‘(A) the first date during any calendar 
year by which a person has made disburse-
ments for electioneering communications 
aggregating in excess of $10,000, and 

‘‘(B) any other date during such calendar 
year by which a person has made disburse-
ments for electioneering communications 
aggregating in excess of $10,000 since the 
most recent disclosure date for such calendar 
year. 

‘‘(5) CONTRACTS TO DISBURSE.—For purposes 
of this subsection, a person shall be treated 
as having made a disbursement if the person 
has contracted to make the disbursement. 

‘‘(6) COORDINATION WITH OTHER REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Any requirement to report under 
this subsection shall be in addition to any 
other reporting requirement under this Act.’’ 
SEC. 200A. COORDINATED COMMUNICATIONS AS 

CONTRIBUTIONS. 
Section 315(a)(7)(B) of the Federal Election 

Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(7)(B)) 
is amended by inserting after clause (ii) the 
following new clause: 

‘‘(iii) if— 
‘‘(I) any person makes, or contracts to 

make, any payment for any electioneering 
communication (within the meaning of sec-
tion 304(d)(3)), and 

‘‘(II) such payment is coordinated with a 
candidate for Federal office or an authorized 
committee of such candidate, a Federal, 
State, or local political party or committee 
thereof, or an agent or official of any such 
candidate, party, or committee, 

such payment or contracting shall be treated 
as a contribution to such candidate and as 
an expenditure by such candidate; and’’. 
SEC. 200B. PROHIBITION OF CORPORATE AND 

LABOR DISBURSEMENTS FOR ELEC-
TIONEERING COMMUNICATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 316(b)(2) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 441b(b)(2)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 

for any applicable electioneering commu-
nication’’ before ‘‘, but shall not include’’. 

(b) APPLICABLE ELECTIONEERING COMMU-
NICATION.—Section 316 of such Act is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(c) RULES RELATING TO ELECTIONEERING 
COMMUNICATIONS.— 

‘‘(1) APPLICABLE ELECTIONEERING COMMU-
NICATION.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘applicable electioneering communica-
tion’ means an electioneering communica-
tion (within the meaning of section 304(d)(3)) 
which is made by— 

‘‘(A) any entity to which subsection (a) ap-
plies other than a section 501(c)(4) organiza-
tion, or 

‘‘(B) a section 501(c)(4) organization from 
amounts derived from the conduct of a trade 
or business or from an entity described in 
subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL OPERATING RULES.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the following rules 
shall apply: 

‘‘(A) An electioneering communication 
shall be treated as made by an entity de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A) if— 

‘‘(i) the entity described in paragraph 
(1)(A) directly or indirectly disburses any 
amount for any of the costs of the commu-
nication; or 

‘‘(ii) any amount is disbursed for the com-
munication by a corporation or organization 
or a State or local political party or com-
mittee thereof that receives anything of 
value from the entity described in paragraph 
(1)(A), except that this clause shall not apply 
to any communication the costs of which are 
defrayed entirely out of a segregated account 
to which only individuals can contribute. 

‘‘(B) A section 501(c)(4) organization that 
derives amounts from business activities or 
from any entity described in paragraph (1)(A) 
shall be considered to have paid for any com-
munication out of such amounts unless such 
organization paid for the communication out 
of a segregated account to which only indi-
viduals can contribute. 

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS AND RULES.—For purposes 
of this subsection— 

‘‘(A) the term ‘section 501(c)(4) organiza-
tion’ means— 

‘‘(i) an organization described in section 
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
and exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) of such Code; or 

‘‘(ii) an organization which has submitted 
an application to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice for determination of its status as an or-
ganization described in clause (i); and 

‘‘(B) a person shall be treated as having 
made a disbursement if the person has con-
tracted to make the disbursement. 

‘‘(4) COORDINATION WITH INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE.—Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed to authorize an organization ex-
empt from taxation under section 501(a) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 from car-
rying out any activity which is prohibited 
under such Code.’’ 

Subtitle B—Independent and Coordinated 
Expenditures 

SEC. 201. DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENT EXPEND-
ITURE 

Section 301 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by strik-
ing paragraph (17) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(17) INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURE.—The 
term ‘‘independent expenditure’ means an 
expenditure by a person— 

(A) for a communication that is express ad-
vocacy; and 

(B) that is not coordinated activity or is 
not provided in coordination with a can-
didate or a candidate’s agent or a person who 
is coordinating with a candidate or a can-
didate’s agent.’’. 
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WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 2306 

Mr. WELLSTONE proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 593, supra; as 
follows: 

At the end of the language proposed to be 
stricken, add the following: 
SEC. . STATE PROVIDED VOLUNTARY PUBLIC FI-

NANCING. 
Section 403 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 453) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: ‘‘The pre-
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to 
prohibit a State from enacting a voluntary 
public financing system which applies to a 
candidate for election to Federal office, 
other than the office of President or Vice- 
President, from such State who agrees to 
limit acceptance of contributions, use of per-
sonal funds, and the making of expenditures 
in connection with the election in exchange 
for full or partial public financing from a 
State fund with respect to the election, ex-
cept that such system shall not allow any 
person to take any action in violation of the 
provisions of this Act.’’. 

HAGEL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2307 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr. ABRA-

HAM, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. GORTON, and Mr. 
THOMAS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1593, supra; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 

TITLE I—DISCLOSURE 
SEC. 101. ADDITIONAL MONTHLY AND QUAR-

TERLY DISCLOSURE REPORTS. 
(a) PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES.— 
(1) MONTHLY REPORTS.—Section 304(a)(2)(A) 

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(2 U.S.C. 434(a)(2)(A)) is amended by striking 
clause (iii) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(iii) additional monthly reports, which 
shall be filed not later than the 20th day 
after the last day of the month and shall be 
complete as of the last day of the month, ex-
cept that monthly reports shall not be re-
quired under this clause in November and 
December and a year end report shall be filed 
not later than January 31 of the following 
calendar year.’’. 

(2) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—Section 
304(a)(2)(B) of such Act is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘the following reports’’ and all that fol-
lows through the period and inserting ‘‘the 
treasurer shall file quarterly reports, which 
shall be filed not later than the 15th day 
after the last day of each calendar quarter, 
and which shall be complete as of the last 
day of each calendar quarter, except that the 
report for the quarter ending December 31 
shall be filed not later than January 31 of 
the following calendar year.’’. 

(b) NATIONAL COMMITTEE OF A POLITICAL 
PARTY.—Section 304(a)(4) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
434(a)(4)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following flush sentence: ‘‘Notwithstanding 
the preceding sentence, a national com-
mittee of a political party shall file the re-
ports required under subparagraph (B).’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) SECTION 304.—Section 304(a) of the Fed-

eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
434(a)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (3)(A)(ii), by striking 
‘‘quarterly reports’’ and inserting ‘‘monthly 
reports’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘quarterly 
report under paragraph (2)(A)(iii) or para-
graph (4)(A)(i)’’ and inserting ‘‘monthly re-
port under paragraph (2)(A)(iii) or paragraph 
(4)(A)’’. 

(2) SECTION 309.—Section 309(b) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
437g(b)) by striking ‘‘calendar quarter’’ and 
inserting ‘‘month’’. 
SEC. 102. REPORTING BY NATIONAL POLITICAL 

PARTY COMMITTEES. 
Section 304 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(d) POLITICAL COMMITTEES.— 
‘‘(1) NATIONAL AND CONGRESSIONAL POLIT-

ICAL COMMITTEES.—The national committee 
of a political party, any national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political 
party, and any subordinate committee of ei-
ther, shall report all receipts and disburse-
ments during the reporting period. 

‘‘(2) ITEMIZATION.—If a political committee 
has receipts or disbursements to which this 
subsection applies from any person aggre-
gating in excess of $200 for any calendar 
year, the political committee shall sepa-
rately itemize its reporting for such person 
in the same manner as required in para-
graphs (3)(A), (5), and (6) of subsection (b). 

‘‘(3) REPORTING PERIODS.—Reports required 
to be filed under this subsection shall be 
filed for the same time periods required for 
political committees under subsection (a).’’. 
SEC. 103. INCREASED ELECTRONIC DISCLOSURE. 

Section 304 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434), as amended 
by section 102, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(e) INTERNET AVAILABILITY.—The Com-
mission shall make the information con-
tained in the reports submitted under this 
section available on the Internet and pub-
licly available at the offices of the Commis-
sion as soon as practicable (but in no case 
later than 24 hours) after the information is 
received by the Commission.’’. 
SEC. 104. PUBLIC ACCESS TO BROADCASTING 

RECORDS. 
Section 315 of the Communications Act of 

1934 (47 U.S.C. 315) is amended by redesig-
nating subsections (c) and (d) as subsections 
(d) and (e), respectively, and inserting after 
subsection (b) the following: 

‘‘(c) POLITICAL RECORD.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A licensee shall main-

tain, and make available for public inspec-
tion, a complete record of a request to pur-
chase broadcast time that— 

‘‘(A) is made by or on behalf of a legally 
qualified candidate for public office; or 

‘‘(B) communicates a message relating to 
any political matter of national importance, 
including— 

‘‘(i) a legally qualified candidate; 
‘‘(ii) any election to Federal office; or 
‘‘(iii) a national legislative issue of public 

importance. 
‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF RECORD.—A record main-

tained under paragraph (1) shall contain in-
formation regarding— 

‘‘(A) whether the request to purchase 
broadcast time is accepted or rejected by the 
licensee; 

‘‘(B) the rate charged for the broadcast 
time; 

‘‘(D) the date and time that the commu-
nication is aired; 

‘‘(E) the class of time that is purchased; 
‘‘(F) the name of the candidate to which 

the communication refers and the office to 
which the candidate is seeking election, the 
election to which the communication refers, 
or the issue to which the communication re-
fers (as applicable); 

‘‘(G) in the case of a request made by, or on 
behalf of, a candidate, the name of the can-
didate, the authorized committee of the can-
didate, and the treasurer of such committee; 
and 

‘‘(H) in the case of any other request, the 
name of the person purchasing the time, the 

name, address, and phone number of a con-
tact person for such person, and a list of the 
chief executive officers or members of the 
executive committee or of the board of direc-
tors of such person. 

‘‘(3) TIME TO MAINTAIN FILE.—The informa-
tion required under this subsection shall be 
placed in a political file as soon as possible 
and shall be retained by the licensee for a pe-
riod of not less than 2 years.’’. 
TITLE II—SOFT MONEY OF NATIONAL PO-

LITICAL PARTIES AND CONTRIBUTION 
LIMITS 

SEC. 201. LIMIT ON SOFT MONEY OF NATIONAL 
POLITICAL PARTY COMMITTEES. 

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 324. LIMIT ON SOFT MONEY OF NATIONAL 

POLITICAL PARTY COMMITTEES. 
‘‘(a) LIMITATION.—A national committee of 

a political party, a congressional campaign 
committee of a national party, or an entity 
directly or indirectly established, financed, 
maintained, or controlled by such committee 
shall not accept a donation, gift, or transfer 
of funds of any kind (not including transfers 
from other committees of the political party 
or contributions), during a calendar year, 
from a person (including a person directly or 
indirectly established, financed, maintained, 
or controlled by such person) in an aggregate 
amount in excess of $60,000. 

‘‘(b) INDEXING.—In the case of any calendar 
year after 1999— 

‘‘(1) the $60,000 amount under subsection 
(a) shall be increased based on the increase 
in the price index determined under section 
315(c), except that the base period shall be 
calendar year 1999; and 

‘‘(2) the amount so increased shall be the 
amount in effect for the calendar year.’’. 
SEC. 202. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.—Any Member of 
Congress, candidate, national committee of a 
political party, or any person adversely af-
fected by section 324 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971, as added by section 
201, may bring an action, in the United 
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, for declaratory judgment and in-
junctive relief on the ground that such sec-
tion 324 violates the Constitution. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia granting or denying 
an injunction regarding, or finally disposing 
of, an action brought under subsection (a) 
shall be reviewable by appeal directly to the 
Supreme Court of the United States. Any 
such appeal shall be taken by a notice of ap-
peal filed within 10 calendar days after such 
order is entered; and the jurisdictional state-
ment shall be filed within 30 calendar days 
after such order is entered. 

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—It shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex-
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 

(d) ENFORCEABILITY.—The enforcement of 
any provision of section 324 of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as added by 
section 201, shall be stayed, and such section 
324 shall not be effective, for the period— 

(1) beginning on the date of the filing of an 
action under subsection (a), and 

(2) ending on the date of the final disposi-
tion of such action on its merits by the Su-
preme Court of the United States. 

(e) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall 
apply only with respect to any action filed 
under subsection (a) not later than 30 days 
after the effective date of this Act. 
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SEC. 203. INCREASE IN CONTRIBUTION LIMITS. 

(a) INCREASE IN INDIVIDUAL AND POLITICAL 
COMMITTEE CONTRIBUTION LIMITS.—Section 
315(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking 

‘‘$1,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$3,000’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking 

‘‘$20,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$60,000’’; and 
(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking 

‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$15,000’’; and 
(2) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$25,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘$75,000’’; and 
(B) by striking the second sentence. 
(b) INCREASE IN MULTICANDIDATE LIMITS.— 

Section 315(a)(2) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,500’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking 
‘‘$15,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$30,000’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking 
‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,500’’. 

(c) INDEXING.—Section 315(c) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
441a(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking the second and third sen-

tences; 
(B) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ before ‘‘At the be-

ginning’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) Except as provided in subparagraph 

(C), in any calendar year after 2000— 
‘‘(i) a limitation established by subsection 

(a), (b), or (d) shall be increased by the per-
cent difference determined under subpara-
graph (A); and 

‘‘(ii) each amount so increased shall re-
main in effect for the calendar year. 

‘‘(C) In the case of limitations under para-
graphs (1)(A) and (2)(A) of subsection (a), 
each amount increased under subparagraph 
(B) shall remain in effect for the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on the first day following the 
date of the last general election in the year 
preceding the year in which the amount is 
increased and ending on the date of the next 
general election.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘means 
the calendar year 1974’’ and inserting 
‘‘means— 

‘‘(i) for purposes of subsections (b) and (d), 
calendar year 1974; and 

‘‘(ii) for purposes of subsection (a), cal-
endar year 2000’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to calendar 
years beginning after December 31, 1999. 
TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. 301. PROHIBITION OF SOLICITATION OF PO-
LITICAL PARTY SOFT MONEY IN 
FEDERAL BUILDINGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 607 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘within 
the meaning of section 301(8) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) DEFINITION OF CONTRIBUTION.—In this 

section, the term ‘contribution’ means a gift, 
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of 
money or anything of value made by any 
person in connection with— 

‘‘(1) any election or elections for Federal 
office; 

‘‘(2) any political committee (as defined in 
section 301 of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971); or 

‘‘(3) any State, district, or local committee 
of a political party.’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF TITLE 18 TO INCLUDE 
PROHIBITION OF DONATIONS.—Section 602(a)(4) 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 

striking ‘‘within the meaning of section 
301(8)’’ and inserting ‘‘(as defined in section 
607(c))’’. 
SEC. 302. UPDATE OF PENALTY AMOUNTS. 

Section 309 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(e) ADJUSTMENT OF DOLLAR AMOUNTS FOR 
INFLATION.—In the case of any calendar year 
after 1999— 

‘‘(1) each dollar amount under this section 
shall be increased based on the increase in 
the price index determined under section 
315(c); and 

‘‘(2) each amount so increased shall be the 
amount in effect for the calendar year. 

The preceding sentence shall not apply to 
any amount under subsection (d) other than 
the $25,000 amount under paragraph (1)(A) of 
such subsection.’’. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I would like to announce that on 
Thursday, October 28th, the Sub-
committee on Water and Power of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources will hold an oversight hearing 
on the Federal hydroelectric licensing 
process. The hearing will be held at 2:30 
p.m. in room 366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building in Washington, D.C. 

For further information, please call 
Kristin Phillips or Howard Useem, at 
(202) 224–7875. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE TO 
MEET 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE YEAR 2000 
TECHNOLOGY PROBLEM 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Spe-
cial Committee on the Year 2000 Tech-
nology Problem be permitted to meet 
on October 18, 1999, at 9:30 a.m. for the 
purpose of conducting a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CENTENNIAL OF CATHOLIC CHAR-
ITIES OF THE BROOKLYN- 
QUEENS DIOCESE 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, This 
year marks the centennial of Catholic 
Charities of the Brooklyn-Queens Dio-
cese, the largest Roman Catholic 
human services agency in the nation. 
Perhaps on earth. The New York Times 
had the happy thought to mark the oc-
casion with a profile of Bishop Joseph 
M. Sullivan, the vicar of the diocese, 
who heads Catholic Charities. The 
warmth and wisdom of this great 
churchman comes through so clearly, 
so forcefully. As Yeats once wrote of 
such a man, ‘‘he was blessed and had 
the power to bless.’’ I have treasured 
his friendship, and share his fears as to 
the fate of New York’s poor when they 
begin to fall off the five-year cliff cre-
ated by the so-called Welfare Reform 
Act of 1996. We would do well to con-

template the fact that the only major 
social legislation of the 1990s was the 
abolition of Aid to Families of Depend-
ent Children, a provision of the great 
Social Security Act of 1935. We could 
care for children in the midst of the 
Great Depression of the 1930s, but 
somehow not in the midst of the great 
prosperity of the 1990s. I spoke at 
length about the gamble we were tak-
ing when the legislation was before us. 
I hope I was wrong. But if Joe Sullivan 
is worried I think we all should be. I 
know we all should be. 

I ask that the story from The Times 
be included in the RECORD. 

The story follows. 
[From the New York Times, Oct. 13, 1999] 
NOW PITCHING FOR THE ROME TEAM, IT’S 

BISHOP SULLIVAN 
(By Randy Kennedy) 

‘‘The year was 1948 and a guy says to me, 
‘Hey listen, you think you’re such a good 
pitcher, they’re having a tryout for the Phil-
lies. So go.’ ’’ 

And so Joe Sullivan of Bay Ridge, Brook-
lyn, went. ‘‘And the guy asked me to throw 
the ball. And I could throw pretty hard. And 
I could throw a fairly decent curve.’’ 

One thing leads to another ‘‘and they 
wanted to sign me.’’ 

If this were the made-for-television version 
of the life of Bishop Joseph M. Sullivan, this 
is where the big turning point would come: 
he chooses God over baseball. He gives up a 
brilliant pitching career to go to bat for the 
souls of men. 

But as it turns out, Bishop Sullivan never 
really liked the baseball life that much any-
way. ‘‘It was essentially a boring life,’’ he re-
members of his one summer canvassing the 
South in a beaten-up bus and throwing for 
the Americus Phillies in Georgia. ‘‘You 
played all night ball in the minor leagues, 
and you’d kind of lounge around most of the 
rest of the time.’’ 

He had always loved the church, however. 
He was a standout in the choir. He missed 
being an altar boy only because he was much 
too proud to stoop to asking Sister Blanche, 
the nun who made the recommendations. 
(‘‘Quite bluntly, I felt I wasn’t going to kiss 
. . . you know . . . you know?) But even as a 
young boy and through high school, he al-
most never missed a daily Mass at St. 
Ephrem’s. ‘‘I mean,’’ he said, ‘‘I bought Ca-
tholicism as a young kid. I really believed.’’ 

So the real turning point in his life, one 
not of his making, came much later, after he 
had spent four years at seminary and three 
years as the pastor of his first parish, Our 
Lady of Lourdes in Queens Village. The 
bishop needed social workers. 

‘‘I got a call on a Tuesday night to see him 
Wednesday morning. And I was registered for 
graduate school in social work by Thursday 
morning. I didn’t know what a social worker 
was.’’ 

He adds: ‘‘When I went to school and they 
asked me, ‘Why did you choose social work?’ 
I said, ‘Because the bishop appointed me.’ 
The social work people’s reaction to that 
was that I was hostile. I said, ‘Well, it’s the 
truth. I don’t know whether it’s hostile or 
not.’ 

‘‘So then they asked me if I wanted to be 
a social worker. And the answer was, ‘No!’ ’’ 

He pauses for a little dramatic effect. 
‘‘Best thing that ever happened to me.’’ 

Yesterday, Bishop Sullivan, an imposing, 
tough-talking, immensely friendly man, was 
sitting in a makeshift television studio in 
Bishop Ford High School in Brooklyn. He 
was preparing for a live cable show in which 
he would talk about the centennial, this 
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month, of Catholic Charities of the Brook-
lyn-Queens Diocese, now the largest Roman 
Catholic human-services agency in the coun-
try, covering America’s most populous dio-
cese. 

Despite not knowing what a social worker 
was back then, Bishop Sullivan has devoted 
38 years of his life to the job, serving in wel-
fare offices and hospitals, rising to direct the 
charities and now serving as vicar for human 
services, overseeing the charities’ vast oper-
ations with their director, Frank DeStafano. 
(Mr. Stefano couldn’t resist a dig at the boss 
yesterday as a reporter sat down: ‘‘Not the 
baseball thing again. He was only on the 
team for three days! Myself, I was always 
dedicated to the poor. No time for any kind 
of fund like that.’’) 

Bishop Sullivan’s message to the cable au-
dience yesterday was that he could hope for 
nothing better during the next 100 years of 
Catholic charity work than for one message 
to be hammered home: ‘‘To be a practicing 
Catholic means to be involved in the lives of 
others.’’ 

But as he relaxed after the show he had an-
other, angrier message not about personal 
but about public responsibility: welfare re-
form. He complained that too few people are 
talking about its effects now, which he says 
have hurt the poor in Brooklyn and Queens 
as much as anything he has seen in three 
decades of tumultuous change in the bor-
oughs. 

‘‘I agree,’’ he said, ‘‘that it had to be re-
formed, and I agree that there had to be a 
change in the culture that work must be 
more important than relief. But I radically 
disagree with the way it was done.’’ 

Four years ago, he and another bishop 
managed to wangle an hour and 15 minutes 
in the Oval Office with President Clinton, to 
try to talk him out of signing the welfare re-
form legislation. Mr. Clinton said he under-
stood them. Then he signed the measure any-
way. 

‘‘But I will tell you,’’ he said, his face 
coloring, ‘‘that I think most of what is being 
said about the success of these programs is 
hype including here in this city. To me it’s 
a sham. You look at the food lines at Catho-
lic Charities. You look at the food lines at 
parishes. You look at the people trying to 
pay their rents.’’ 

He added: ‘‘They haven’t heard the last of 
this. We’re only into the third year, and the 
reality is that there will always be depend-
ent people who can’t work.’’ 

As he socked on a snap-brim hat to run out 
and give a speech about health care, he was 
asked whether it ever disheartens him—ap-
proaching his 70th year, his 44th as a priest, 
and nearly as long as a social worker—that 
there are still so many people suffering. 

‘‘It might not make any sense but it 
doesn’t,’’ he said. ‘‘I really think this job as 
heaven on . . . way to heaven. It doesn’t 
come in the end. It begins here.’’∑ 

f 

THE ‘‘LEOPOLDVILLE’’ DISASTER 

∑ Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, in a few 
days a small group of veterans will 
gather at Fort Benning, Georgia to 
commemorate one of the least known 
tragedies of World War II. 

On Christmas Eve 1944, the Belgian 
troopship Leopoldville was transporting 
2,235 American soldiers from the 262nd 
and 264th Regiments of the 66th Infan-
try Division across the English Chan-
nel. They were destined as reinforce-
ments for units fighting the Battle of 
the Bulge. Many soldiers on board were 
singing Christmas carols as they 

watched the lights along the coast of 
liberated France. 

The ship was designed to carry fewer 
than half the number on board, and the 
Belgian crew did not speak English. 
Reportedly, many of the American sol-
diers were not issued life jackets. Just 
five miles from its destination of Cher-
bourg, France, the Leopoldville was 
struck by torpedos from the German 
submarine U–486. Two and a half hours 
later, the ship capsized and sank. Ac-
cording to many survivors, the crew 
abandoned ship in the lifeboats and left 
the American soldiers to fend for them-
selves. Unable to free the ship’s life 
rafts, many of the troops jumped to 
their deaths in the frigid heavy seas. 
The British destroyed HMS Brilliant 
saved some 500 troops. However, be-
cause it was Christmas Eve, no one else 
seemed to be around to help. By the 
next day, Christmas morning, 763 
American soldiers were dead, including 
three sets of brothers. The dead rep-
resented 47 of the then 48 states. 

Mr. President, seven of the victims 
were from my home state of North Da-
kota. Among them was my uncle, Pfc. 
Allan J. Dorgan. His body was never re-
covered, and neither were the bodies of 
492 other soldiers who died in the inci-
dent. It was weeks before my family 
and the families of other victims heard 
the fateful knock on the door and were 
given the telegram that said their sons, 
brothers, uncles, or fathers were ‘‘miss-
ing in action in the European Area.’’ It 
took months more before a second tele-
gram informed them their loved ones 
had been ‘‘killed in action in the Euro-
pean Area.’’ 

Due to wartime censorship, the dis-
aster was not reported to the news 
media. Survivors were told by the Brit-
ish and American governments to keep 
quiet about what happened. American 
authorities did not even acknowledge 
the sinking of the Leopoldville until two 
weeks after it went down. Later, after 
the war, the tragedy was considered an 
embarrassment and all reports were 
filed away as secret by the Allied gov-
ernments. Some say that the American 
and British governments conspired to 
cover-up the incompetence involved in 
the incident. For whatever reason, de-
tails of the disaster were withheld from 
the public for over fifty years. Some of 
the victims’ families never learned the 
truth about how their loved ones per-
ished that night. 

For over fifty years, the young sol-
diers on the Leopoldville were denied 
their due, and never accorded the hon-
ors and respect they deserved. Finally, 
a few years ago, thanks to the efforts 
of Leopoldville survivor Vincent 
Codianni, former New York City police 
investigator Alan Andrade who wrote a 
book about the incident, and the Vet-
erans Memorial Committee of Water-
bury, Connecticut, the U.S. Army 
agreed to provide a site for a monu-
ment to the tragedy. 

The Leopoldville Disaster Monument 
was dedicated on November 7, 1997 at 
Fort Benning, the ‘‘Home of the Infan-

try.’’ On the monument, the names and 
hometowns of those members of the 
66th Infantry Division who lost their 
lives on the Leopoldville and the names 
of those who survived the tragedy, but 
were later killed in action, are etched 
in stone. This was the first official rec-
ognition shown to any of the victims or 
their families. It was long overdue. 

It is almost 55 years since the sink-
ing of the Leopoldville. When the sur-
vivors and their families gather again 
this week in Georgia, they will honor 
their comrades who have passed away 
since their first reunion two years ago. 
I hope all my colleagues will join me in 
expressing our appreciation for their 
courage and for the ultimate sacrifice 
they made for freedom.∑ 

f 

HONORING 150 YEARS OF 
CONGREGATION B’NAI ISRAEL 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize Congregation B’nai 
Israel in Sacramento, California, and 
to celebrate its 150th year of vitality 
and service to the Sacramento commu-
nity. 

Congregation B’nai Israel was found-
ed in 1849 by Moses Hyman and Albert 
Priest. At the time, Gold rush-era opti-
mism was everywhere in northern Cali-
fornia, attracting opportunity seekers 
from as far as eastern Europe, the 
home to millions of Jews desperate to 
escape violent pogroms and rampant 
anti-Semitism. With his profound abil-
ity to organize people and his unrelent-
ing desire to help the destitute, Moses 
Hyman began his congregation in his 
home, and soon became known as a pio-
neer of California Judaism and father 
of Temple B’nai Israel. 

Moses Hyman, a major community 
philanthropist, also founded the He-
brew Benevolent Society, which as-
sisted the sick and poor, especially dur-
ing the Sacramento flood of 1850. Fol-
lowing that devastating disaster, 
Hyman purchased burial land and a 
nearby house of worship from a Meth-
odist Episcopal church. Moses Hyman 
and Albert Priest named their new con-
gregation B’nai Israel, which trans-
lated into English, means ‘‘Children of 
Israel.’’ The rebuilt temple officially 
opened on September 2, 1852 as the first 
member-owned synagogue west of the 
Mississippi. 

Congregation B’nai Israel has suf-
fered through many hardships. After 
only a decade in existence, its syna-
gogue was destroyed by fire, and only a 
year later, winter floods severely dam-
aged cemetery grounds. The congrega-
tion was tested repeatedly. They 
mourned but then regrouped and re-
built, emerging stronger than before. 

By the mid-1900s, the congregation 
outgrew its existing facilities and 
launched a major effort to build a new 
synagogue. Thanks to the generosity of 
congregants, its capital campaign was 
a huge success. In addition to a new 
synagogue, the congregation added an 
education wing, later named after 
Buddy Kandel, in the early 1960s. 
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Congregation B’nai Israel continued 

to grow. The year 1986 marked addi-
tional milestones for what had become 
a community institution. In that year, 
the congregation began construction of 
the Harry M. Tonkin Memorial Chapel 
and the Sosnick Library. The much- 
needed addition not only led to a 
change in place of worship, but also an 
ideological change for the B’nai Israel. 
Tikkun Olam, the Jewish belief in re-
pairing the world through good deeds 
and social action became a new found 
interest of the congregation, pushing 
further their desire to help others in 
the Sacramento area. 

Members of Congregation B’nai Israel 
had suffered through tremendous hard-
ship in their history, but nothing could 
prepare them for the events of June 18, 
1999, when a fire bomber motivated by 
anti-Semitic hatred destroyed their li-
brary and severely damaged the sanc-
tuary and administration building. In 
an inspiring gesture of solidarity, the 
entire Sacramento community joined 
with the congregation and collectively 
vowed not to let violence tear Sac-
ramento apart. 

In a historic event less than three 
days after the bombing, more than 
4,000 Sacramento residents joined con-
gregation leaders at a unity rally to 
protest religious and ethnic violence. 
Former president of the Interfaith 
Service Bureau, Rabbi Bloom, called 
for the creation of a museum of toler-
ance to battle against the tide of ha-
tred. 

Mr. President, despite all kinds of ad-
versity, Congregation B’nai Israel has 
survived for 150 years and has grown 
into a vital and beloved community in-
stitution. I send my congratulations 
and personal thanks for all it has done 
to help a diverse community find com-
mon ground in the Sacramento area.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CALEB SHIELDS 

∑ Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Caleb Shields, 
retired Chairman and current Council-
man of the Assiniboine and Sioux 
Tribes of the Fort Peck Reservation in 
Montana. Caleb is retiring from his 
elected position with the Tribe, after 
twenty-four years of elected service. 
For those of you who don’t know Caleb, 
I am sorry that you did not have an op-
portunity to meet this remarkable man 
during his many visits to discuss the 
myriad of issues facing Native Amer-
ican people. He has a strength of char-
acter and honor about him that you 
could not help but recognize and ad-
mire instantly when you met him. 

Caleb’s tenure of twenty-four years 
on the Board is truly a testament to 
his leadership and his character. As we 
all know, very few politicians can have 
a career that spans twenty-four years 
and even fewer can do it with the grace 
and dedication that Caleb has. It has 
been an honor to work with Caleb on 
the many issues that we have worked 
on together. His commitment and dedi-
cation to improve the lives of not only 

the Native Americans on the Fort Peck 
Indian Reservation, but the lives of Na-
tive Americans throughout the Nation, 
are an inspiration to me. He has 
worked tirelessly to improve the level 
of funding for Indian health care pro-
grams and Native American education 
programs. He has stood in the Halls of 
Congress, often in the face of severe op-
position, defending the governmental 
and sovereign rights of tribes. He has 
stood up to the federal government 
when the federal government has failed 
in its obligation to the tribes of this 
country. Significantly, he did all of 
this without ever making an enemy 
and without ever treating any person 
with disrespect. We can all stand to 
learn something from this man who 
while he had many battles, he never 
made any enemies. 

I will miss my friend’s visits to 
Washington, but I will mostly miss his 
advice on the Native American issues. 
Native American Country is losing a 
great leader, but I am sure that the 
basketball teams in Poplar are regain-
ing a loyal fan. I understand that Caleb 
hopes to write a book about the history 
of the Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes 
from treaty time to modern time. I 
wish him well in his endeavor and look 
forward to reading his book.∑ 

At the request of the Senator from 
Connecticut, Mr. LIEBERMAN, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

f 

CENTRAL CONNECTICUT STATE 
UNIVERSITY’S 150TH BIRTHDAY 
CELEBRATION 

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, it gives me 
great pleasure to rise today to com-
memorate the 150th anniversary of the 
founding the Central Connecticut State 
University. To stand the test of time, 
as Central has, an educational institu-
tion must respond to the educational 
needs of its students. At each turn over 
its notable 150-year history, Central 
has effectively positioned itself to ad-
dress the new challenges of the day. 
While a great deal has changed at Cen-
tral—and for that matter in the 
world—over the years, the school’s pri-
mary concern and motivating goal— 
educating students—has remained 
unaltered. 

Central Connecticut State University 
is Connecticut’s oldest publicly-sup-
ported institution of higher learning 
and enjoys a rich and colorful legacy. 
Founded by order of the Connecticut 
State Legislature on June 22, 1849, the 
institution, first known as the Normal 
School, was a two-year teacher train-
ing facility. On May 15, 1850, Henry 
Barnard, the school’s first ‘‘principal,’’ 
as he was then called, and a handful of 
faculty and staff members welcomed 
the first class of 30 students. 

The Normal School was the object of 
contentious political debate in Hart-
ford and intermittent appropriation 
cuts during its early years. In fact, the 
school was closed from 1867 to 1869 due 
to lack of funding. Yet the school and 

its supporters persevered. Each passing 
year brought bigger classes to the Nor-
mal School and with them, greater sup-
port from the members of the citizenry 
who understood the vital importance of 
higher education to their future and 
the future of the state. As was common 
at many of the era’s institutions of 
higher learning, the Normal School’s 
student body was overwhelmingly un-
balanced in its male to female ratio. 
Interestingly, however, at the Normal 
School women, not men, made up the 
majority of the student body through 
the late 19th Century. In fact, due to 
the social norms of the time, which 
held the teaching of elementary and 
grade-school children as women’s work, 
men disappeared from the student body 
at the Normal School for over thirty 
years—a change that would forever in-
fluence the character of the institu-
tion. The loss of male students did not 
stop the expansion of Normal School. 
Growing beyond the confines of its 
original building at the corner of 
Chestnut and Main in New Britain, in 
1922 the school moved to the spacious 
campus it now occupies in the Bel-
vedere section of New Britain. 

The institution began to blossom 
academically in 1933 when it started to 
offer four-year baccalaureate degrees, 
changing its name to the Teachers Col-
lege of Connecticut. The expansion of 
academic offerings drew men back to 
the college during the 1930s. Following 
World War II, the Teachers College of 
Connecticut, like many academic insti-
tutions, experienced remarkable 
growth and expansion. That growth led 
the State Legislature to grant the col-
lege the right to confer liberal arts de-
grees and to rename the institution the 
Central Connecticut State College in 
1959. As the needs of its students have 
continued to change and expand in 
more recent times, so too has Central. 
In 1983, Central began offering graduate 
degrees and evolved into its present 
form—Central Connecticut State Uni-
versity. 

With an enrollment of nearly 12,000 
graduate and undergraduate students, 
Central is the largest of the four Uni-
versities within the Connecticut State 
System. With 80 programs of study, 38 
departments and 5 individual schools 
dedicated to disciplines across the 
spectrum of learning, Central Con-
necticut State University has emerged 
as one of the premier regional univer-
sities in New England. 

Always on the forefront of edu-
cational trends, Central recognized the 
lack of emphasis placed on the histor-
ical role of women and drew upon the 
significant role played by women in its 
own development to become one of the 
first schools in the Nation to build, in 
1977, a Women’s Center. The Center, 
which has become a highly respected 
credit to the university, offers a num-
ber of services for and about women 
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and has become a model for univer-
sities around the country. In 1990, Cen-
tral became the first school in Con-
necticut to offer an accredited Com-
puter Science degree, helping to pre-
pare Connecticut students for the In-
formation Age. Its Robert C. Vance 
Distinguished Lecturer Program has 
drawn United States Presidents and re-
nowned leaders from around the globe 
to speak in New Britain. It is clear, 
that through these special programs, 
as well as others, Central Connecticut 
State University provides its students 
with a valuable educational oppor-
tunity and has established itself as one 
of the Nation’s finest regional univer-
sities. 

So I say again, Mr. President, that I 
am proud to stand on the floor of the 
United States Senate to recognize the 
enduring dedication of Central Con-
necticut State University to its stu-
dents, to its state, and to excellence in 
education. Today, under the adept 
guidance of President Richard L. Judd 
and with the effort of so many talented 
and committed faculty and staff, the 
university continues to grow and pros-
per. I believe that Central’s unceasing 
pursuit of excellence will ensure it re-
mains a vital academic institution for 
many years to come.∑ 

f 

ON THE LIFE OF EDWARD C. 
BANFIELD 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, Ed-
ward C. Banfield has died. This had to 
come. He was 83. Yet little were those 
who loved him prepared. Or ready, you 
might say. 

He held, of course, Henry Lee 
Shattuck Chair in Government at Har-
vard and, as Richard Bernstein notes in 
his fine obituary in The Times, was 
most active in the Joint Center for 
Urban Studies of M.I.T. and Harvard in 
the 1960s and 1970s. For part of that 
time I was chairman of the Joint Cen-
ter and so came to know him at the 
peak of his long, comparably brilliant 
and yet understated career. In 1970, he 
published The Unheavenly City, which 
stands to this day as the most salient 
and, well, heart-wrenching exposition 
of the intractable nature of so many 
urban problems. He had been there be-
fore. As early as 1955 he wrote, with 
Martin Meyerson, Politics, Planning 
and the Public Interest which argued 
that the near religious zeal for high- 
rise public housing then current in Chi-
cago, and across the land, would be a 
disaster. One notes it has taken Chi-
cago the better part of thirty-five 
years to realize this, and start dyna-
miting the projects, as they came to be 
known. Just so was the seminal, The 
Moral Basis of a Backward Society, a 
study of a small village in Southern 
Italy, which he wrote with Laura 
Fasano-Banfield, his radiantly intel-
ligent wife and companion of sixty-odd 
years. 

Now of course, none of this work was 
welcome, especially in academe. Not 
least because it made too much sense 

to be rejected. James Q. Wilson, once 
his student, now his heir, got this just 
right in a memorial that appeared in 
last week’s Weekly Standard entitled 
‘‘The Man Who Knew Too Much, Ed-
ward C. Banfield, 1916–1999.’’ He was 
onto The Mob, inside The Agency, 
privy to The Plan. And yet they never 
got him. He was, as he would say, a 
‘‘swamp Yankee,’’ a tough breed. 

He was also a great teacher, some-
thing Robert J. Samuelson writes 
about so wonderfully well in The Wash-
ington Post. Above all he taught his 
students to pursue the truth, ‘‘no mat-
ter how inconvenient, unpopular, 
unfashionable or discomforting.’’ The 
greatest gift a great teacher can give. 

He could be indulgent if the case 
seemed hopeless. I went to see him at 
the time I was thinking of running for 
the Senate. What would he advise? 
‘‘Well,’’ he said, ‘‘you could do that. 
Who knows, you might make a good 
Senator.’’ Those words are with me to 
this moment. 

I ask that the obituary from The 
Times, the article from The Weekly 
Standard, and the column from The 
Washington Post be included in the 
RECORD. 

The articles follow. 
[From the New York Times, Oct. 8, 1999] 
E.C. BANFIELD, 83, MAVERICK ON URBAN 

POLICY ISSUES, DIES 
(By Richard Bernstein) 

Edward C. Banfield, a professor emeritus of 
government at Harvard University whose 
work on urban policy and the causes of pov-
erty gave him a reputation as a brilliant 
maverick, died Sept. 30 at his summer home 
in Vermont. He was 83 and lived in Cam-
bridge, Mass. 

Mr. Banfield, born on a farm in Bloomfield, 
Conn., held Harvard’s Henry Lee Shattuck 
Chair in Government for many years. He was 
one of the intellectual leaders of the Har-
vard-Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Joint Center for Urban Studies in the 1960’s 
and 70’s, when the problems of cities were 
prominent on the national political agenda. 

His books and articles had a sharp 
contrarian edge. He was a critic of almost 
every mainstream liberal idea in domestic 
policy, especially the use of Federal aid to 
help relieve urban poverty. Mr. Banfield ar-
gued that at best Government programs 
would fail because they aimed at the wrong 
problems; at worst they would make the 
problems worse. He fostered generations of 
graduate students, some of whom became 
leading figures in American intellectual life. 
They included James Q. Wilson, who suc-
ceeded him in his chair at Harvard, and 
Christopher DeMuth, president of the Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute in Washington. 

Mr. Banfield received his B.A. in English 
for the University of Connecticut in 1938 and 
went to work for the United States Forest 
Service. After jobs with the New Hampshire 
Farm Bureau and the United States Farm 
Security Administration in Washington and 
California, he went to the University of Chi-
cago to work on his doctorate in political 
science. Chicago at that time, under the in-
fluence of figures like Milton Friedman and 
Leo Strauss, was a bastion of Laissez-faire 
politics, a cause that Mr. Banfield later pro-
moted in his own work. 

He served briefly on the faculty in Chicago, 
moving to Harvard in 1959. He taught at the 
University of Pennsylvania before returning 
to Harvard at the end of his career. 

In 1955 Mr. Banfield and Mr. Meyerson col-
laborated on ‘‘Politics, Planning and the 
Public Interest,’’ which examined Chicago’s 
public housing projects. That book was one 
of several in which Mr. Banfield found Gov-
ernment programs to be foiled by a law of 
unintended consequences. In the Chicago 
case he predicted that creating tall institu-
tional buildings full of small apartments 
would have the unintended effect of racially 
isolating the urban poor. A major theme of 
Mr. Banfield’s work on poverty, which was 
often angrily criticized in liberal circles, is 
that culture plays a more important role 
than factors like discrimination or lack of 
education in impeding a person’s economic 
progress. 

Among his most influential books was 
‘‘The Moral Basis of a Backward Society,’’ a 
study of a small village in southern Italy, re-
searched in collaboration with his wife, the 
former Laura Fasano. Mr. Banfield’s thesis, 
summed up in a term he coined, ‘‘amoral 
familism,’’ was that the narrow focus on 
family relations prevented people from co-
operating with those outside the family or 
village. 

He is survived by his wife; a daughter, 
Laura Banfield Hoguet, a lawyer; a son, El-
liott A. Banfield, an illustrator, and four 
grandchildren. 

Mr. Banfield’s emphasis on culture as the 
basic element in poverty drew accusations 
that he was promoting a ‘‘blame the victim’’ 
attitude. In his 1970 book ‘‘The Unheavenly 
City,’’ and in various papers that he pub-
lished in the late 60’s, he recognized the ex-
istence and harm of racism but propounded 
the view that economic class and not race 
was the essential ingredient in poverty. 

In that book Mr. Banfield constructed a so-
ciological portrait of what he called ‘‘the 
lower-class individual’’ as someone who was 
very different from the middle-class profes-
sionals who sought ways to solve his prob-
lems. ‘‘The lower-class individual lives mo-
ment to moment,’’ he wrote. ‘‘Impulse gov-
erns his behavior either because he cannot 
discipline himself to sacrifice a present for a 
future satisfaction or because he has no 
sense of the future. He is therefore radically 
improvident.’’ 

Mr. Banfield’s role as an adviser to Presi-
dent Richard M. Nixon and chairman of his 
Model Cities Task force gave his published 
views an extra measure of controversy. Dur-
ing the Reagan Administration he served on 
a task force seeking ways to increase public 
support for the arts. But his subsequent 
book, ‘‘the Democratic Muse: Visual Arts 
and the Public Interest,’’ argued that Fed-
eral support of the arts was neither justified 
by the Constitution nor useful in practice. 

‘‘Affording enjoyment to people is not a 
proper function of organizations serving the 
common good,’’ he wrote in that book. 

[From the Weekly Standard, Oct. 18, 1999] 
THE MAN WHO KNEW TOO MUCH—EDWARD C. 

BANFIELD, 1916–1999 
(By James Q. Wilson) 

In the increasingly dull, narrow, meth-
odologically obscure world of the social 
sciences, it is hard to find a mind that 
speaks not only to its students but to its na-
tion. Most scholars can’t write, many can’t 
think. Ed Banfield could write and think. 

When he died a few days ago, his life gave 
new meaning to the old saw about being a 
prophet without honor in your own country. 
Almost everything he wrote was criticized at 
the time it appeared for being wrongheaded. 
In 1955 he and Martin Meyerson published an 
account of how Chicago built public housing 
projects in which they explained how mis-
chievous these projects were likely to be: 
tall, institutional buildings filled with tiny 
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apartments built in areas that guaranteed 
racial segregation. All this was to be done on 
the basis of the federal Housing Act of 1949, 
which said little about what goals housing 
was to achieve or why other ways of financ-
ing it—housing vouchers, for example— 
should not be available. This was heresy to 
the authors of the law and to most right- 
thinking planners. 

Within two decades, high-rise public hous-
ing was widely viewed as a huge mistake and 
efforts were made to create vouchers so that 
poor families could afford to rent housing in 
the existing market. Local authorities in St. 
Louis had dynamited a big housing project 
there after describing it as a hopeless failure. 
It is not likely that Ed and Martin’s book re-
ceived much credit for having pointed the 
way. 

In 1958, Ed, with the assistance of his wife, 
Laura, explained why a backward area in 
southern Italy was poor. The reason was not 
government neglect or poor education but 
culture. In this area of Italy, the Banfields 
said in The Moral Basis of a Backward Soci-
ety, people would not cooperate outside the 
boundaries of their immediate families. 
These ‘‘amoral familists’’ were the product 
of a high death rate, a defective system for 
owning land, and the absence of any ex-
tended families. By contrast, in a town of 
about the same size located in an equally 
forbidding part of southern Utah, the resi-
dents published a local newspaper and had a 
remarkable variety of associates, each busily 
involved in improving the life of the commu-
nity. In southern Italy, people would not co-
operate; in southern Utah, they scarcely did 
anything else. 

Foreign aid programs ignored this finding 
and went about persuading other nations to 
accept large grants to build new projects. 
Few of these projects created sustained eco-
nomic growth. Where growth did occur, as in 
Singapore, Hong Kong, and South Korea, 
there was little foreign aid and what existed 
made little difference. 

Today, David S. Landes, in his magisterial 
book that explains why some nations become 
wealthy while others remain poor, offers a 
one-word explanation: culture. He is right, 
but the Banfield book written forty years 
earlier is not mentioned. 

In 1970, Ed published his best-known and 
most controversial work, The Unheavenly 
City. In it he argued that the ‘‘urban crisis’’ 
was misunderstood. Many aspects of the so- 
called crisis, such as congestion or the busi-
ness flight to the suburbs, are not really 
problems at all; some that are modest prob-
lems, such as transportation, could be man-
aged rather well by putting high peak-hour 
tolls on key roads and staggering working 
hours; and many of the greatest problems, 
such as crime, poverty, and racial injustice, 
are things that we shall find it exceptionally 
difficult to manage. 

Consider racial injustice. Racism is quite 
real, though much diminished in recent 
years, and it has a powerful effect. But the 
central problem for black Americans is not 
racism but poverty. And poverty is in part 
the result of where blacks live and what op-
portunities confront them. When they live in 
areas with many unskilled workers and few 
jobs for unskilled people, they will suffer. 
When they grow up in families that do not 
own small businesses, they will find it harder 
to move into jobs available to them or to 
meet people who can tell them about jobs 
elsewhere. That whites treat blacks dif-
ferently than they treat other whites is obvi-
ously true, but ‘‘much of what appears . . . 
as race prejudice is really class prejudice.’’ 

In 1987 William Julius Wilson, a black 
scholar, published his widely acclaimed 
book, The Truly Disadvantaged. In it he says 
that, while racism remains a powerful force, 

it cannot explain the plight of inner-city 
blacks. The problem is poverty—social 
class—and that poverty flows from the mate-
rial conditions of black neighborhoods. 
Banfield’s book is mentioned in Wilson’s bib-
liography, but his argument is mentioned 
only in passing. 

Both Wilson and Banfield explain the core 
urban problems as ones that flow from social 
class. To Wilson, an ‘‘underclass’’ has 
emerged, made up of people who lack skills, 
experience long-term unemployment, engage 
in street crime, and are part of families with 
prolonged welfare dependency. Banfield 
would have agreed. But to Wilson, the 
underclass suffers from a shortage of jobs 
and available fathers, while for Banfield it 
suffers from a defective culture. 

Wilson argued that changing the economic 
condition of underclass blacks would change 
their underclass culture; Banfield argued 
that unless the underclass culture was first 
changed (and he doubted much could be done 
in that regard), the economic condition of 
poor blacks would not improve. The central 
urban problem of modern America is to dis-
cover which theory is correct. 

Banfield had some ideas to help address the 
culture (though he thought no government 
would adopt them): Keep the unemployment 
rate low, repeal minimum-wage laws, lower 
the school-leaving age, provide a negative in-
come tax (that is, a cash benefit) to the 
‘‘competent poor,’’ supply intensive birth- 
control guidance to the ‘‘incompetent poor,’’ 
and pay problem families to send their chil-
dren to decent day-care programs. 

The Unheavenly City sold well but was bit-
terly attacked by academics and book re-
viewers; Wilson’s book was widely praised by 
the same critics. But on the central facts, 
both books say the same thing, and on the 
unknown facts—What will work?—neither 
book can (of necessity) offer much evidence. 

Ed Banfield’s work would probably have 
benefited from a quality he was incapable of 
supplying. If it had been written in the 
dreary style of modern sociology or, worse, if 
he had produced articles filled with game- 
theoretic models and endless regression 
equations, he might have been taken more 
seriously. But Ed was a journalist before he 
was a scholar, and his commitment to clear, 
forceful writing was unshakable. 

He was more than a clear writer with a 
Ph.D.; everything he wrote was embedded in 
a powerful theoretical overview of the sub-
ject. ‘‘Theory,’’ to him, meant clarifying how 
people can think about a difficulty, and the 
theories he produced—on social planning, po-
litical influence, economic backwardness, 
and urban problems—are short masterpieces 
of incisive prose. 

His remarkable mind was deeply rooted in 
Western philosophy as well as social science. 
To read his books is to be carried along by 
extraordinary prose in which you learn 
about David Hume and John Stuart Mill as 
well as about pressing human issues. To him, 
the central human problem was cooperation: 
How can society induce people to work to-
gether in informal groups—Edmund Burke’s 
‘‘little platoon’’—to manage their common 
problems? No one has ever thought through 
this issue more lucidly, and hence no one I 
can think of has done more to illuminate the 
human condition of the modern world. 

A few months ago, a group of Ed’s former 
students and colleagues met for two days to 
discuss his work. Our fondness for this amus-
ing and gregarious man was manifest, as 
were our memories of the tortures through 
which he put us as he taught us to think and 
write. Rereading his work as a whole re-
minded us that we had been privileged to 
know one of the best minds we had ever en-
countered, a person whose rigorous intellect 
and extraordinary knowledge created a 

standard to which all of us aspired but which 
none of us attained. 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 14, 1999] 
THE GIFT OF A GREAT TEACHER 

(By Robert J. Samuelson) 
If you are lucky in life, you will have at 

least one great teacher. More than three dec-
ades ago, I had Ed Banfield, a political sci-
entist who taught mainly at the University 
of Chicago and Harvard University. Ed’s re-
cent death at 83 saddened me (which was ex-
pected) and left me with a real sense of loss 
(which wasn’t). Although we had stayed in 
touch, we were never intimate friends or in-
tellectual soul-mates. The gap between us in 
intellectual candlepower was too great. But 
he had loomed large in my life, and I have 
been puzzling why his death has so affected 
me. 

I think the answer—and the reason for 
writing about something so personal—goes 
to the heart of what it means to be a great 
teacher. By teacher, I am not referring pri-
marily to classroom instructors, because 
learning in life occurs mainly outside of 
schools. I first encountered Ed in a lecture 
hall, but his greatness did not lie in giving 
good lectures (which he did). It lay instead in 
somehow transmitting life-changing lessons. 
If I had not known him, I would be a dif-
ferent person. He helped me become who I 
am and, more important, who I want to be. 

When you lose someone like that, there is 
a hole. It is a smaller hole than losing a par-
ent, a child or close friend. But it is still a 
hole, because great teachers are so rare. I 
have, for example, worked for some very tal-
ented editors. A few have earned my lasting 
gratitude for improving my reporting or 
writing. But none has been a great teacher; 
none has changed my life. 

What gave Ed this power was, first, his 
ideas. He made me see new things or old 
things in new ways. The political scientist 
James Q. Wilson—first Ed’s student, then his 
collaborator—has called Banfield ‘‘the most 
profound student of American politics in this 
century.’’ Although arguable, this is surely 
plausible. 

Americans take democracy, freedom and 
political stability for granted. Ed was more 
wary. These great things do not exist in iso-
lation. They must somehow fuse into a polit-
ical system that fulfills certain essential so-
cial functions: to protect the nation; to pro-
vide some continuity in government and pol-
icy; to maintain order and modulate soci-
ety’s most passionate conflicts. The trouble, 
Ed believed, is that democracies have self-de-
structive tendencies and that, in modern 
America, these had intensified. 

On the whole, he regretted the disappear-
ance after World War II of a political system 
based on big-city machines (whose sup-
porters were rewarded with patronage jobs 
and contracts) and on party ‘‘bosses’’ (who 
dictated political candidates from city coun-
cil to Congress and, often, the White House). 
It was not that he favored patronage, corrup-
tion or bosses for their own sake. But in cit-
ies, they created popular support for govern-
ment and gave it the power to accomplish 
things. And they emphasized material gain 
over ideological fervor. 

Postwar suburbanization and party ‘‘re-
forms’’—weakening bosses and machines— 
destroyed this system. Its replacement, Ed 
feared, was inferior. ‘‘Whereas the old sys-
tem had promised personal rewards,’’ he 
wrote, ‘‘the new one promises social reform.’’ 
Politicians would now merchandise them-
selves by selling false solutions to exagger-
ated problems. ‘‘The politician, like the TV 
news commentator, must always have some-
thing to say even when nothing urgently 
needs to be said,’’ he wrote in 1970. By some 
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years, this anticipated the term ‘‘talking 
head.’’ People would lose respect for govern-
ment because many ‘‘solutions’’ would fail. 
Here, too, he anticipated. Later, polls 
showed dropping pubic confidence in na-
tional leaders. Ed was not surprised. 

He taught that you had to understand the 
world as it is, not as you wished it to be. 
This was sound advice for an aspiring re-
porter. And Ed practiced it. In 1954 and 1955, 
he and his wife, Laura (they would ulti-
mately be married 61 years), spent time in a 
poor Italian village to explain its poverty. 
The resulting book—‘‘The Moral Basis of a 
Backward Society’’—remains a classic. Fam-
ilies in the village, it argued, so distrusted 
each other that they could not cooperate to 
promote common prosperity. The larger 
point (still missed by many economists) is 
that local culture, not just ‘‘markets,’’ de-
termines economic growth. 

What brought Ed fleeting prominence—no-
toriety, really—was ‘‘The Unheavenly City.’’ 
Published in 1970. Prosperity, government 
programs and less racial discrimination 
might lift some from poverty, he said. But 
the worst problems of poverty and the cities 
would remain. They resulted from a ‘‘lower 
class’’ whose members were so impulsive and 
‘‘present oriented’’ that they attached ‘‘no 
value to work, sacrifice, self-improvement, 
or service to family, friends or community.’’ 
They dropped out of school, had illegitimate 
children and were unemployed. Government 
couldn’t easily alter their behavior. 

For this message, Ed was reviled as a reac-
tionary. He repeatedly said that most black 
Americans didn’t belong to the ‘‘lower class’’ 
and that it contained many whites. Still, 
many dismissed him as a racist. Over time 
his theories gained some respectability from 
the weight of experience. Poverty defied gov-
ernment assaults; his ‘‘lower class’’ was re-
labeled ‘‘the underclass.’’ But when he wrote, 
Ed was assailing prevailing opinion. He knew 
he would be harshly, even viciously, at-
tacked. He wrote anyway and endured the 
consequences. 

This was the deeper and more important 
lesson. Perhaps all great teachers—whether 
parents, bosses, professors or whoever—ulti-
mately convey some moral code. Ed surely 
did. What he was saying in the 1960s was not 
what everyone else was saying. I felt uneasy 
with the reigning orthodoxy. But I didn’t 
know why. Ed helped me understand my 
doubts and made me feel that it was impor-
tant to give them expression. The truth had 
to be pursued, no matter how inconvenient, 
unpopular; unfashionable or discomforting. 
Ed did not teach that; he lived it. This was 
his code, and it was—for anyone willing to 
receive it—an immeasurable gift.∑ 

f 

NOTICE 

REGISTRATION OF MASS MAILINGS 
The filing date for 1999 third quarter 

mass mailings is October 25, 1999. If 
your office did no mass mailings during 
this period, please submit a form that 
states ‘‘none.’’ 

Mass mailing registrations, or nega-
tive reports, should be submitted to 
the Senate Office of Public Records, 232 
Hart Building, Washington, DC 20510– 
7116. 

The Public Records office will be 
open from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on the 
filing date to accept these filings. For 

further information, please contact the 
Public Records office at (202) 224–0322. 

f 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, OCTOBER 
19, 1999 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 1:15 p.m. on 
Tuesday, October 19. I further ask con-
sent that on Tuesday, immediately fol-
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and the Sen-
ate then immediately recess until 2:15 
p.m. for the weekly party conferences 
to meet. I further ask consent that the 
mandatory quorums required under 
rule XXII be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 
Mr. GORTON. For the information of 

all Senators, the Senate will convene 
tomorrow at 1:15 p.m., and at 2:15 p.m. 
two cloture votes will occur with re-
spect to amendments to the campaign 
finance bill. Following the vote or 
votes, the Senate may resume consid-
eration of the campaign finance bill. 
However, debate on this legislation is 
coming to a close, and Senators should 
anticipate the consideration of the par-
tial-birth abortion bill, the continuing 
resolution, and available appropria-
tions conference reports during the re-
mainder of this week’s session of the 
Senate. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GORTON. If there is no further 

business to come before the Senate, I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in adjournment under the 
previous order. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Reserving the right 
to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask the Senator 
from Washington why the Senate is not 
convening until 1:15? 

Mr. GORTON. The Senate is not con-
vening until 1:15 at the direction of the 
majority leader. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
wondering why. It would be a good idea 
to take up this bill that we have before 
us and work on it, take up amendments 
in the morning, instead of losing a half 
a day. Is there some substantive reason 
why we are not working on a Tuesday 
morning, after we started the voting 
process already on Monday night? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. President. I find it hard 

to understand, as we have just had a 
vote, which was supposed to be an up- 
or-down vote on the question of wheth-
er or not we are going to ban soft 
money. The opponents of reform obvi-
ously did not want to face that vote. 

Quite a number of them had come 
out to the floor this afternoon to say 
they were against banning soft money. 
So they had a chance to vote not to 
ban soft money. Why didn’t they do 
that? They threw the vote. They all 
came out here and unanimously voted 
not to table the McCain-Feingold bill, 
which simply bans soft money. Now 
they do not want to have us meet to-
morrow morning. 

We are not going to do our job tomor-
row morning. We are not even going to 
debate, not going to take up amend-
ments. We are just going to take the 
morning off. 

Mr. GORTON. Regular order. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. We see here the un-

believable desire to avoid the issue. 
Mr. GORTON. Regular order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-

ular order has been called for. The Sen-
ator must either object or permit the 
unanimous consent to go forward. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I will 
not object, having had the chance to 
express my dismay at this schedule, 
which is nothing but a way to avoid the 
issue. 

Mr. GORTON. Regular order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TUESDAY, 
OCTOBER 19, 1999 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:05 p.m., 
adjourned until Tuesday, October 19, 
1999, at 1:15 p.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate October 18, 1999: 

NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD 

HERSCHELLE S. CHALLENOR, OF GEORGIA, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION 
BOARD FOR A TERM OF FOUR YEARS. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. WILLIAM F. SMITH III, 0000. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR TEMPORARY 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
5721: 

To be lieutenant commander 

GEORGE R. ARNOLD, 0000 
BUFORD D. BARKER, 0000 
HAROLD T. BRADY, 0000 
DARIN J. BROWN, 0000 
ANTHONY C. CARULLO, 0000 
CHRIS J. CLEMMENSEN, 0000 
BRUCE W. GRISSOM, 0000 

RICHARD S. HAGER, 0000 
MARTIN H. HARDY, 0000 
GREGORY R. KERCHER, 0000 
ROBERT C. MILLER, 0000 
JON RODGERS, 0000 
RICHARD E. SEIF, 0000 
STEVEN F. SMITH, 0000 
TODD S. WEEKS, 0000 
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